ADOT CORRIDOR PROFILE STUDIES
Round 4

Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)
Meeting Summary No. 9

August 28, 2017

Attendees: *phoned-in

David Benton ADOT Bridge Group Chris Bridges* CYMPO
Pe-Shen Yang ADOT Bridge Group David Wessel* FMPO

Raul Amavisca* ADOT Central District Quinn Castro MAG

Mark Hoffman ADOT MPD Judy Adams* USFS

Heidi Yaqub ADOT MPD Tyler Besch AECOM
Asad Karim ADOT MPD Kate Bondy AECOM
Tazeen Dewan ADOT MPD Rodney Bragg AECOM
Kara Lavertue* ADOT Northwest District Daksha Masurkar* AECOM
Emily Dawson* ADOT Southcentral District Dillon Kennedy* AECOM
Tom Engel* ADOT Southeast District Brent Crowther Kimley-Horn
Rosalinda Federico ADOT Tribal Liaison Michael Grandy Kimley-Horn
Ermalinda Gene ADOT Tribal Liaison Eric Sweat Kimley-Horn
Nazar Nabaty ADOT TSMO Joy Melita WSP

Kerry Wilcoxon ADOT TSMO Jennifer Love WSP

Jeralyn Peterson* AGFD Stephen Doubek WSP

Micah Horowitz * ASLD Steven Sifferman WSP

Introductions

Michael Grandy (Kimley-Horn) welcomed the attendees and initiated introductions. The meeting
sign-in sheet is attached.

Overview of the Corridor Profile Studies

Tazeen Dewan provided an overview of the Corridor Profile Study program. Ten corridors are being
studied in Round 4. Eleven corridors were completed in the previous three rounds. Michael Grandy
summarized the Corridor Profile Study process, including its purpose and expectations. The
performance framework, evaluation, and needs assessment processes were also reviewed.

Review of Round 4, Task 1 - Performance and Needs Evaluation

Michael Grandy reviewed the ADOT and consultant project managers assigned to each corridor.
Each of the Round 4 teams then presented the results of the draft document Performance and
Needs Evaluation, which included a corridor location and segmentation map, corridor performance
summary tables, and the corridor needs summary table. Questions from the TAC and subsequent
responses are summarized below:

e Raul Amavisca (ADOT Central District): Safety performance area is looking at what factors?
Michael Grandy (Kimley-Horn) answered saying the Safety Index looks at the frequency and
rate of fatal and incapacitating injury crashes only, with secondary safety performance
measures looking at certain crash characteristics like crashes involving pedestrians,
bicyclists, trucks, and motorcycles.
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e Tom Engel (ADOT Southeastern District): Pavement performance data for SR 90/80 corridor
is somewhat skewed due to a recently completed project. Brent Crowther (Kimley-Horn)
acknowledged the previously completed project and noted that although the performance
data does not indicate good pavement due to the date of the data being before the project
was implemented, the pavement level of need for the corridor takes the recently completed
project into account. The final pavement need going forward will show no need because of
the recently completed project.

e Tom Engel (ADOT Southeastern District): What does the freight and mobility data set consist
of and can causes for poor performance be identified directly in the data? Brent Crowther
(Kimley-Horn) answered saying it is mostly raw data (e.g., travel speed data). Causes or
contributing factors to poor performance can sometimes be inferred by reviewing corridor
characteristics, obtaining TAC/stakeholder input, and conducting field reviews — this will be
looked at in more detail as solutions are being developed.

e Kerry Wilcoxon (ADOT TSMO): Why is safety an emphasis area on the SR 64 corridor when
the level of need is low? Joy Melita (WSP) noted that it was a policy decision made
statewide that all corridors will include the safety performance area as an emphasis area for
these studies.

e Nazar Nabaty (ADOT TSMO): What is the meaning of the term “insufficient data” in the
safety performance results? Brent Crowther (Kimley-Horn) responded that “insufficient
data” refers to there not being enough data to draw statistically significant results (usually
due to the combination of a low number of crashes and low traffic volumes). The term
“insufficient data” has been used in Rounds 1-4 thus far.

e Ermalinda Gene (ADOT Tribal Liaison): Does the closure performance measure include
anything besides weather? Joy Melita (WSP) indicated closures could include any kind of
unplanned closure, such as due to crashes, fires, or weather events.

Next Steps

Tyler Besch (AECOM) reviewed the next steps for Round 4, which include the TAC review deadline of
September 1, 2017 for comments on Performance and Needs Evaluation and the submittal in
November 2017 of the draft document Solution Development, Evaluation and Prioritization. Tyler also
reviewed the Statewide Summary Report progress, indicating that Rounds 1-3 performance, needs,
and solutions are currently being compiled. Next step for the Statewide Summary will be
incorporating Round 4 performance, needs, and solutions once they are finalized. Rounds 1-3 results
on the total number of projects and highest needs were summarized.
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Agenda

Project:
Subject:
Date:

Location:

Attendees:

ADOT Corridor Profile Study Round 4
Technical Advisory Committee Meeting
Monday, August 28, 2017

ADOT Transportation Board Room (206 S. 17th Ave)
(Conference Call: 866-691-4535, Conference Code 2753784#)

(Please sign in); those on the telephone please send an email to
Michael.Grandy@kimley-horn.com confirming your participation

1. Introductions (5 minutes)- 9:00 am

2. Corridor Profile Studies Overview (10 minutes) — 9:05 am

Slides 3-11: Overview and performance framework

3. Corridor Segments, Performance, and Needs Summary — 9:15 am

Questions answered throughout presentation as they pertain to the respective corridors

SR 68/95 corridor (Slides 12-15) — 9:15 am
SR 347/84 corridor (Slides 16-19) — 9:30 am
SR 90/80 (Slides 20-23) — 9:45 am

SR 179/89A/260 (Slides 24-27) — 10:00 am
SR 64 (Slides 28-31) — 10:15 am

SR 77 (Slides 32-35) — 10:30 am

SR 260/60 (Slides 36-39) — 10:45 am

SR 69/89A/89 (Slides 40-43) — 11:00 am

US 89 (Slides 44-47) — 11:15 am

US 160 (Slides 48-51) — 11:30 am

4. Next Steps (5 minutes) — 11:45 am

Slides 52-54: Next steps and statewide summary

5. Additional questions — 11:50 am
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Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)
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Monday, August 28, 2017
9:00am — 12:00pm
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Overview and Purpose of the Corridor Profile Studies
Corridor Locations and Segments

Corridor Performance Summary

Corridor Needs Summary

Next Steps

Questions




Overview of Corridor B I ET
Profile Studies J

= Performance-based
analysis that
identifies strategic
improvements

= 11 corridors in
Rounds 1-3
completed

= 10 corridors in
Round 4

ADOT

|
Corridor Profile Study Purpose

= Transparent, defensible, logical, reproducible process for
identifying potential solutions for future programming

= Linking planning to programming to use available funds
more effectively

= |dentify system performance needs that decision-making
will be based on

= Assist with implementation of MAP-21/FAST requirements

= Nominate potential strategic solutions for consideration
in program

= Potential solutions will require additional scoping after
nomination

ADOT 2
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Strategic Program Expectations

= Develop performance-based potential solutions that can
be evaluated through the statewide planning-to-
programming (P2P) process

= Address needs in strategic locations that provide the
most value for the investment

= Develop tools that ADOT can use to track corridor
performance and levels of need over time

= Provide statewide comparison of need across all studied
corridors

——
Performance Framework Overview

Solution
Evaluation and
Prioritization

Performance- _
Based Needs commel
EXISTING CORRIDOR PERFORMANCE Assessment '

Strategic
Solutions

= Process leads to solution prioritization
= Consistent methodology and approach statewide
= Integrates with existing project nomination process
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Performance Framework Overview

Solution
Evaluation and
A Prioritization
Performance-
Based Needs
EXISTING CORRIDOR PERFORMANCE Assessment

Strategic
Solutions

Performance Evaluation

Performance Evaluation

Performance .
Primary Measure Secondary Measures

PavementIndex e Pavement Serviceability
Pavement (Combinationof IRland ~ ® Pavement Failure
Cracking) « Pavement Hot Spots

= Assess corridor health
through a performance-
based system

- Apply uniform ly across Bridge Index * Bridge Sufficiency
multiple corridors ridge [t Aroso
I : N SpersuctureRatng  * Bridge Hot spots
]
A OW Comparlson 0 o Current Volume/Capacity
corri d ors . _T_utur:a_;_/olurrtZCap.Iz_aﬁity
i i - Mobility Index Plr:r‘:zlng;r?'ﬁng ﬁﬁéx (an)
u Ide ntlfy |0C&t|0ns that Mobility (Combination of Current e Road Closure Frequency
warrant further investigati VICanIRIENIE) e % Non-Single Occupancy
ga on Vehicle Trips
n Thl’ee-|eve| Scale * Bicycle Accommodations

Strategic Highway Safety
Safety Index ° :
" Plan Emphasis Areas
GO.Od/Above Ave rage - Safety (Frequency of fatal and e Crash Unit Types
= Fair/Ave rage incapacitating injury o Directional Safety Index
crashes) o Safety Hot Spots
= Poor/Below Average mH
.  Directional Truck TTI (TTTI)
o Freightindex | i tional Truck PTI (TPTI)
IRt (Truck Planning Time * Road Closure Duration
Index) o Clearance Restrictions
ADOT s
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Performance Framework Overview

Solution
Evaluation and
\ Prioritization
Performance-
Based Needs
EXISTING CORRIDOR PERFORMANCE Assessment

Strategic
Solutions

Needs Assessment

Performance-Based Needs Assessment

Calculate Need scores based on performance evaluation
Apply uniformly across multiple corridors

Account for recent projects

Identify locations that warrant strategic investment

Performance
incCreases
(score based on

scale of index)
4 Performance Performance Level of Need .
y Score Level Meed Score Description |
Good
SOk None All levets of Good and top 1/3 of Far (>-60)
65 Good
) Fair 00
[Fair Low 10 Midde 173 of Fair (5 5-6.0)
Fai

50 Medium 20 Lower 1/3 of Far and top 1/3 of Poor (4.5-5 5)
an
_m bl
Meed increases

(score based on fed scale,
generally 0- 3)

ADOT 10
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Round 4 Corridor Assignments

Corridor ADOT PM Consultant Team

SR 68: SR 95 to US 93 and SR 95: California Stateline to Nevada Stateline Asad Karim Kimley-Horn, Michael Grandy
SR 347:1-10 to SR 84 and SR 84: SR 347 to I-8 Asad Karim Kimley-Horn, Michael Grandy
SR 90: 1-10 to SR 80 and SR 80: SR 90 to US 191 Asad Karim Kimley-Horn, Brent Crowther
SR 179:1-17 to SR 89A; SR 89A: SR 179 to SR 260; and SR 260: SR 89Ato I-17 Asad Karim Kimley-Horn, Brent Crowther

SR 64:1-40 to Grand Canyon National Park

Tazeen Dewan

WSP, Joy Melita

SR77:US60to SR 377

Tazeen Dewan

WSP, Jennifer Love

SR 260: SR 277 to SR 73 and US 60: SR 260 to New Mexico Stateline

Tazeen Dewan

WSP, Joy Melita

SR 69:1-17 to SR 89; SR 89A: SR 69 to SR 89; and SR 89: SR 89A to I-40 Asad Karim AECOM, Kate Bondy
US 89: I-40 to Utah Stateline Asad Karim AECOM, Rodney Bragg
US 160: US 89 to New Mexico Stateline Asad Karim AECOM, Tyler Besch

————
Corridor Location and Segments

11

= e
Frwt Raiat

=

Frigs

B

SR 68: SR 95 to SR 93 and SR 95: CA Stateline to NV Stateline

4

ortees Dvsinet

streade ver) to lermme Rd [ME 226233
Peery 5 [P 233245

212504 |

SR S4USR B5 North Corridor Profile Study: US 83 1o CA State Line
Froject Vicinity and Segmentatcn

DoT
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Corridor Performance Summary
SR 68: SR 95 to SR 93 and SR 95: CA Stateline to NV Stateline

Emphasis Area

Emphasis Area

Pavement Performance Area Bridge Performance Area Mobility Performance Area
e Closure Extent % Non.
Segment® | Ler Lowest . Existing Peak (instances! Directional TTI |~ Directional PTI 5 Singl
o (mies) Mobilty. [Rwwl milepost (all vehicies) | (allvehicles) hiode | gy
Rating |2 ViC vearimile) Accommodstion |yl
NE/EB | SEWB | NBEB | SBWE | NE/EB | SBWWE | NBEE | SBMB
9NAE| 7 X 044 | 045 | 037 | 000 | 104 | 1.01 | 189 | 154
95N 8 322 3.03 X . p 3.43
T 345 323 5 068 | 066 007 | 146
B4 7 3% [ 378 ] 375 3 026 | 026 | 023 | 020 | 105
[ 373 | 361 | 345 X 3 017 | 017 | 026 | 06| 106 C
686 5 362 | 335 | 330 | 00% | 632 | 8360 | 00% 6 | 044 | 015 | 042 [ 012 | 036 | 004 [ 1.01 | 101 | 134 | 127 8% 16.1%
687 5 383 350 00% | 600 | 9820 | 00% 6 | 048 [ 049 | 045 [ 01 | 052 | 0.35 | 1.00 | 1.00 | 129 | 121 8%
We'gk‘::nfg"e’”d‘" 361 | 340 | 336 | 11.9% | 605 | 9248 | 667% | 58 | 059 | 076 | 038 [ 038 | 035 | 033 | 144 | 143 | 311 | 267 175%
Level Non Interstate Al Urban and Fringe Urban Al Al
CHTITBRATER|| oam >350 <8% | >65 | >80 <12% | =8 <071 <022 <115 <13 >90% >17%
Performance
FairlAverage 290- 5% | 50- 12%- 1% -
Potage Sey | 290-3s0 | oo | S| s0-s0 | et | 56 0.71-0.89 022-062 | 145-133 | 13-15 60%-90% | e
Performance Level Rural
Good/Above Average
Performance <056 <13 <30
B 056-0.76 >138<20 | >308<60
Performance

“Urinterrupted Flow Faciity  *20r 3 or 4 Lene Divided Fighnay Fiinge Usn Opersting Emvironment
v teor Hignwsy i

Corridor Performance Summary
SR 68: SR 95 to SR 93 and SR 95: CA Stateline to NV Stateline

Emphasis Area
Safety Performance Area Freight Performance Area
% of Fatal +
Segment Directional S Incapacitating njury % of Fatal + ol Fatal+ % of Seqment Fatal + - - Glosure Durato "
R e | S | e | e | e o e Directonal TPTL | apostyear | g Verteal
SHSP Top 5 o i C 5 G i rance
Emphasis Arcas Trucks Motorcycles Wotorized Travelers =)
et NBIEB | SBWB | NBEB | SBWB | NBEB | SBWB
0% Insufficient Data_|_Insufficient Data 108 | 105 | 216 | 161 | 4231 No UP.
46% Insufficient Data 431 393

Insufficient Data
Insufficient Data
10 Insufficient Data
5 Insufficient Data

7
B
9
7

027

Insufficient Data

3

Weighted Corridor
Average

Insufficient Data

Insufficient Data

No UP.

No UP.

Level

Level 2 0r 3 or 4 Lane Divided Hi
GoodAbove Average <ot <% <% <ie% <% som | <ans <13 <us >165
FairiAverage 077-123 44% - 54% 4%-T% 16% - 26% 2%-4% 0.67-077 | 115-133 13-15 441812486 | 160-165

401 5 Lane Undivided High Interrupte
BT <0.80 <42% <6% <6% <5% >033 <13 <30
E“"’A"‘"aﬂe 0.80-1.20 2% -51% 6%-10% 6%- 9% 5%-8% 017-033 | 13-20 30-60
erformance
Notes:  nsuficent Dat”

L ordor Frirge
“itarmuptec FlowFacly  *or & Lan Undwided Highway  “Rursl Oparatig Emronment

“No UP" incicates no undarpasses are present i the segment




Corridor Needs Summary
SR 68: SR 95 to SR 93 and SR 95: CA Stateline to NV Stateline

Segment Number and Mileposts (MP)

Performance Area 95N-1 95N-2 95N-3 684 685 686 687
MP 226233 MP 233241 MP 241-250 MP 07 MP 717 MP 1722 MP 2227

Pavement® Low Medium Low None None Low None
Bridge None None None None
Mobility* Medium Low
Safety* Low
Freight Nene Low

Average Need 1.38 2.00

* Identified as Emphasis Areas for SR 68/SR 95 North Comridor

* /A indicates insufficient or no data available to defermine level of need

- & segment need rating of ‘None' does not indicate  lack of needed improvements; rather, itindicates that the segment performance score exceeds the established performance thresholds and strategic solutions
for that segment will not be developed as part of this study

Level of Need Aveaage pead
ange
None* <01
Low 0.1-1.0
Medium .0
igh

Corridor Location and Segments
SR 347:1-10 to SR 84 and SR 84: SR 347 to I-8

1 Boussary Land Gramenship

SR 3M4T/SR 84 Corridor Profile Study: 1 to 1-10
Project Vicinity and Segmentabon




Corridor Performance Summary
SR 347:1-10 to SR 84 and SR 84: SR 347 to I-8

Emphasis Area

Pavement Performance Area Bridge Performance Area Mobility Performance Area
Segment# sff,.",;;m e Future | Existing Peak (instances! Directional T | Directional PTI % Non-Single
ngth | Directions v i . %Bioycle | Occupancy
) Dy | Howve | o quatent | i) | lviciny | Rl | Semns
Tiips
NBEB | SBVIB | NBIEB | SBWWB | NB/EB | SBWWB | NBEB | SBWWE
8434712 7 413|409 [ 418 | 00% No Biidges 009 [ 008 [003[ 000 | 100 107 [205] 286 | 100% 19.9%
3472 9 386 | 407 | 423 | 111% No Bridges 008 [ 043 [ 122 | 126 20.2%
i 5 381 | 321 | 359 No Biidges 016 [ 042 | 143 183
34742 [ 395 | 386 | 395 | 00% 620 | 6860 0.0%
3475 5 397 | 376 | 403 | 100% No Bridges
Weighted Corridor 394 385 | 403 | 87% 620 98.60
Average
Performance Level Non-Interstate Urban and Fringe Urban Al Uninter
CrESEAER| sy >3.50 <5% >65 <0.71 <022 <115 <13 >90% >17%
Performance
:“""“'E"“gg 290-350 | 290-350 | 5%-20%| 50-65 5-6 0.71-089 022-062 | 145-133 | 13-15 | 60%-90% | 11%-17%
erformance

Level Rural Interry
GoodiAbove Average 05 s 0
Performance - -
[EIAEELD 056-076 >138<20 | >308<60
Performance
Fm———————— S PSU T S —
“etarrupted FlowFaclty  *2cr 3 Lane Undvided Highway | *Rursl Oparating Emiiranrant

Corridor Performance Summary
SR 347:1-10 to SR 84 and SR 84: SR 347 to I-8

Emphasis Area Emphasis Area

ight Performance Area

ol Falal» -
Segnent Diectional Sfety dex | Incapaciting bjary | %af Fatl» AolFaale | tSeamentFal Discons TTT | Divecons P11 | _Sostelurton | gigge
Segment# | Length Crashes Invobving | Incapacitating | Incapacitting lnjry | Joherecioid i = Vertical
(miles) SHSPTop 5 Injury Crashes | Crashes Involving | Y. Clearance
NBIEB SBIWE Emphasis Areas | Invohving Trucks. Motorcycles feiL )T NBIEB | SBWB | NB/EB | SBMWB | NBEB | SBWB (feet)
Behaviors. Motorized Travelers
BARAT= | T Insufficient Data | Insufiicient Dala | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | 0. I £ ] I 634 | 000 | NoUP
urrE | 9 Insufficient Data | Insufiiient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data 1333 | 2421 | NouP
W | s Insuficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insuficient Data 2916 | 940 [ NoUP
ura= | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insuffcient Data ) 4059 | 2025 [ NoUP
WEE | 5 Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data : 106.80 | 1096 | NoUP
Weighted Corridor Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insuffcient Data 3526 | 1419 | NoUP
Performance Level 2.0r 3 or 4 Lane Divided Highway
Soocbore Avosc <077 <at% <% <16% <% >077 <115 <13 <4418 >165
haiereas 077-123 44% - 54% 4%-T% 16% - 26% 2%-4% | 067-077 | 115-133 13-15 441812486 | 16.0-165

Performance.

2 or 3 Lane Undivided Highway

Performance Level
<094 <51% <5% <18% <2% >0.33 <13 <30
Fair/Average
Performance 0.94-1.06 51% - 56% 5% -T% 18% - 27% 2%-4% | 047-033| 13-20 30-6.0
AUninterrupted Flow Faciity  *2 or 3 or 4 Lane Divided Highwsy "Urben Opersting Environment Notes g
“Interrupted Flow Foclity  *2 or 2 Lane Undwided Highwey *Rural Opersting Environment “N UP" incicafes no underpasses are present in the segment




Corridor Needs Summary
SR 347:1-10 to SR 84 and SR 84: SR 347 to I-8

Segment Number and Mileposts (MP)
Performance Area B84/3471 3472 3473 3474 3475
MP 155162 MP 162171 MP 171176 MP 176-184 MP 184189
Pavement Nene Low Low None Low
Bridge None Nene None None None
Mobility™ None Low
Safety* None Medium
Freight* None Nene
Average Need 0.00 0.85

* Idenlified as Emphasis Areas for SR 347/SR 84 Corridor
*N/A indicates insufficient or no data available to determine level of nesd
segment need rafing of None' does not indicate a lack of needed improvements; rather, it indicates that the segment performance score exceeds the established performance thresholds and sirategic solutions for that

segment will not be developed as part of this study

Level of Need AverRaag“e :leed
None* <01
Low 01-10
Medium 10-20
IR o0 |

Corridor Location and Segments
SR 90: 1-10 to SR 80 and SR 80: SR 90 to US 191
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L58: Frin and Vit Sorice

SR S0ISR: B0 Corridor Profibe Study: 1-10 to US 181
Froject Yinity and Segmeniatcn
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Corridor Performance Summary
SR 90: 1-10 to SR 80 and SR 80: SR 90 to US 191

Emphasis Area

Pavement Performance Area B"ﬂﬂ! Performance Area Mol I" Performance Area
Segment % of Deck . o o »
Existing Peak instances/ Directional TTI | Directional PTI % Non-Single:
e o Fuvre | Hour¥ Ciot | i) | ek | % B
tctiorl DalyVie i
Bridges NBWB | SBIEB NBWB | SBIEB | NB/WE
[ No Biidges 50 [ 031 | 031 128 | 169
902 | 8 %5 | 0% | 6 022 [ 013 | 013 | 007 [ 002 [ 119 [ 100 ] 491
= 8 . 9468 | 0% | &6 .44 . L L X .
w5 56 20% o Biidges } . ;
w7 1 o Biidges . . 4
2 12 72 | 0% | 660 93.90 0% 5 L . 2 6%
N 6 585 | 15 5 X ¥ F
808" | 6 335 310 17% | 605 | 87128 | 25% § | 027 | 020 [ 031 [ 027 [ 000 | 027
59 | 12 [ 368 382 0% 539 | 6837 0% 5 | 013 | 008 [013] 013 000 [ 013 108 [ 105
807 | 8 376 [ 364] 369 6% 500 | 8390 0% 5 | 013 | 010 [ 015 015 002 | 004 | 108 [ 109 97% 14.9%
We'gg'::;;”'d°’ 366 | 370 386 | 11% 599 | 8364 | 13% | 524 | 029 | 030 | 026 | 026 | 004 | 020 | 112 | 113 2% 15.3%

=350 on <022 115 13 > 90% >17%
2.90-3.50 0.22-0.62 L 60% -90% | 1% -17%

Interrupted

<13 <30
[ 1320 | 30-60

Good/Above Average
FairlAverage

Performance Level

Good/Above Average

FairfAverage

MUninfeupted FlowFecity  *2 or3or 4 Lane Divided Highwey “2or 3 Lane Undivded Higharsy Utben Gpersiing Emvirooment
Interupted Flow Facilty " or & Lane Uncivides Highay *Rursl Operatng Envronment

Corridor Performance Summary
SR 90: 1-10 to SR 80 and SR 80: SR 90 to US 191

Emphasis Area Emphasis Area
Safety Performance Area Freight Performance Area
i e % of Fatal + % of Fatal + i e Bl o
Segment Dirctional SafetyIndex | Incapacitatingjury | % of Fatal+ =B el Directional TTHI | Dirctonal TOT1 | o 0l S0 iy | B
Eapmets L".‘Eﬁ' Incapacitating Injury Crashes Injury Crashes Vertical
(miles) SHSP Top 5 Injury Crashes: 'Izd I"{ﬁ = Clearance
NBIWE SBIEB. [ b hing involving Non- SBIEB | NBWB. SBIEB. [t
e—— Motorcycles Motorized Travelers
- Insufficient | Tnsufficient | Insufficient

90-1 5 ata Data Data || Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data 320 | 00 0.00 No UP
90-2° 9 009 000 | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data 1051 187 No UP
90-37 [ 0.94 000 | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data X 707 | 3250 No UP
904z 5 082 | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data C 3872 1884 No UP
90-5™ 7 077 | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data ¥ 0.00
90-67° 12 007 | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data
8072 6 Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data
80-6 6 Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data
80-9 12 054 0.00 Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data
3010 Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data
wg'gg‘f:,fg"e'""“' Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data

<4418

Good/Above Average
44.16-124.86

Fair/Average

Performance Level
[[GoodiAbove Average <094 |
FairfAverage 0.94-1.06

Level
[[GoodiAbove Average | <060 <1%%
FairfAverage 0.80-120 42% - 51%

©

MUniréerrupted Flow Faciity 2 or 3 or 4 Lane Dividedl Highwsy 2 or 3 Lana Undiided Highnay Urben Operating Envionment Notes: g
“Iterruptect Flow Faciity *4 or 6 Lane Uncivided Highwsy “Rursl Opessting Environment “No U incioates no underpasses sre present n the segment




Corridor Needs Summary
SR 90: 1-10 to SR 80 and SR 80: SR 90 to US 191

Segment Number and Mileposts (MP)
P""X:’;‘;"‘" 901 902 903 904 05 906 807 2038 809 8010
MP 290-295 MP 295-304 MP 304-312 MP 312317 MP 317-324 MP 324-336 MP 333-339 MP 339345 MP 345357 MP 357-365

Pavement* None None Low Low Medium None None Low None Low
Bridge None None None None None Low Low Low Medium Medium

Mobility Low Low Low Low None

Safety* NIA None None Low Low

Freight" Low None

Average Need 0.77 138 0.77

* ldentified as Emphasis Areas for SR 90/SR 80 Gorridor

* NiA indicales insuficient or no data available fo defermine level of need

~ Asegment need rafing of 'Nene' does not indicate a lack of needed improvements; rather, it indicates that the segment performance score exceeds the established performance thresholds and strategic solutions for that segment wil not be
developed as partof this study

Average Need

Level of Need

None*
Low

Medium

Corridor Location and Segments

SR179: 1-17 to SR 89A; SR 89A: SR 179 to SR 260; SR 260: SR 89A to I-17
. S : :

SR 178/SR SAISR 260 Corridor Profile Study: 1117 1o 1117
Froject Vcinity and Segmeniaton

ADOT %
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Corridor Performance Summary
SR 179: 1-17 to SR 89A; SR 89A: SR 179 to SR 260; SR 260: SR 89A to I-17

Emphasis Area Emphasis Area

Pavement Performance Area Bridge Performance Area Mobility Performance Area

Directional T | Directional PTI

Segment %o Deck
Segment % Area Suffcion Areaon Lowest (all vehicles) (all vehicles) Single:
il N 2" | Functionally | Brid | R — 0
{ies) NawE| Falure Raing | "o | Raing NBIW | SBIEB | NEWE Ve
B (&38| (&NB | (5B | (:NB S0V Trips
) |11 | 1)
17912 327 33 | 34 | . . g . A 117 [ 121 | 281

057 | 056 | 003 | 002 | 127 | 1.33 | 339
054 | 054 | 000 | 016 | 129 | 124
034 | 033 | 054 | 003 | 145 [ 1.08 | 324
057 | 053 | 005 | 010 | 130 | 127 | 529
101 | 1.07

147 | 147

[
179-2"2 9 33 | 333 | 328
B9A-3™ 5 371 [ 351 346 | 00%
89A-472 13 387 | 375 375 | 00% 531 98.81 5
BAE0-5 | 4 397 | 361 | 361 | 00% 7.00 84.00 1 1
2606 10 389 | 365|376 | 67% 6.95 91.24 0.0% 5
T

Weighted Corridor | 3 | 356 | 355 | 67% | 657 | 9044 | 74% | &
Average

Performance Level Non-Interstate Urban and Fringe Urban Uninterrupted
Averag >350 <07 <115 <13 > 90% > 1%

50 071-089 3 13 60% - 90%

Performance Level

Rural

Interrupted
<1 <30

(Good/Above Average <056
FairlAverage 056-076 0 30-60
i y " “2.0r3 Lan Undiided Highasy 'Uiben Qpersting Environment
“interugted Flow Facity % or 5 Lane Uncivided Highway *Rure Opersing Environment

Corridor Performance Summary
SR 179: 1-17 to SR 89A; SR 89A: SR 179 to SR 260; SR 260: SR 89A to I-17

Emphasis Area
Safety Performance Area Freight Performance Area
BelzHh %of Faal ool Fatal e
Directional Safety Index st e > Directional TTTI | Ditectional TPTI | (minutesimilepost/ i
Segments | Seament heapactatng | RofFaile |y iaing | ncapacitting Iy yeaimie Bridae
o Length (miles) biury Crashes | Incapactaing | yjur Crashes | Crashes Invobin it
NEWe | smgg | mvobing SHSPTop | njury Crashes e P NEWE | SBEB | NBWE | SBEB | NEMWE | SBEB | Clearance
@SB | NGy | SEMhesAes | inolvingTucks | iR P @SB | (&NB | (&SB | (&NB | (RSB | (&NB | (feet)
Behaviors B mo|om | om | w | m | M
1791 5 026 | 000 | insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data 125 | 127 | 316 | 533 | 000 [1243] NoUP
1792 9 079 | 019 Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data 406 | 597 | 2176 | 418 | NoUP
39A 3 2 012 Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data 143 | 13 0.00 | 4384 | NoUP
89A-4T= 22 098 Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data 027 128 | 118 740 No UP
89AI260-5™ 5 Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data 150 | 140 517 | 990 | 1340 NoUP
26067 10 Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data 316 | 19.82 | 27.98 | NoUP
Weighted Corridor Average Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data 455 | 5088 | 1635 | NoUP

Performance Level 2 or 3 or 4 Lane Divided Highway
< 44% < 4%
1% - b4

< 16%

Average <51%
FairlAverage 51% -58%

Level 4 o1 5 Undivided Highway
|__Good/Above Average <080 <00%
FairlAverage 0.80-1.20 42%-51%

Qordlene ig Uten
*Rursl Gpersting Envircnment

s y ZorBor
“ntemuptea FlowFsciity "4 or§ Lane Unaivises Highwsy

13



Corridor Needs Summary
SR 179: 1-17 to SR 89A; SR 89A: SR 179 to SR 260; SR 260: SR 89A to I-17

Segment Number and Mileposts (MP)

P'*"Z’r':;“c" 17941 1792 89A-3 89A4 89A/260-5 2606
MP 299 - 305 MP 305 - 314 MP 374 - 369 MP 369 - 356 MP 356 - 209 MP 209 -219
Pavement® Low Low None None None Low
None None Medium None Low
Mobility* Low Low
Safety® None
Freight Low
Average Need 1.08

* Identified as Emphasis Areas for SR 179/SR 89A/SR 260 Corridor
* N/A indicates insufficient or no data available 1o determine level of need
segment need rafing of 'None' does not indicate a lack of needed improvements; rather, it indicates that the segment performance score exceeds the established performance thresholds and sirategic solutions for that

‘segment will not be developed as part of this study

Level of Need | Average Need Range

None* <01
Low 01-10
Medium 10-20
220

27
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Corridor Location and Segments
SR 64:\ [-40 to Grand Canyon National Park

Segmant 541

Segman 42

Segmant a1

SR 84 Corridor Profile Study:
140 to Grand Canyon National Park
Praject Viciniy and Segmeniation »-

28
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Corridor Performance Summary
SR 64: 1-40 to Grand Canyon National Park

Emphasis Area Emphasis Area
Segment % o Deekk ] Closure Extent %4 Non Single
g Directions PSR o ) waon | Lot [ Existing Peak uiebxent | owectonalTn | Drectional T -Sing
(mies) [ SR o : Sicene | Functonaly | Ergge | nx.\;c VG| g | e | ahenes) | % Berle st
Rt =
EB WB ‘Bridges 3 EB [ EB B W EB WB Trips
6= | 28 3.00 700 | 8500 | _00% 7 | 022 | 022 | 021021 033 | 005 106 | 127 13.0%
642% | 21 3860 350 0.0% No Bridges 028 | 032 | 028 026 028 | 0.01 117 16.6%
643+ 3 369 35 0.0% No Bridges 055 | 065 | 035 035 [ 020 | 007 116 | 1.00 | 204 | 95%
we'“";‘ffnfg"s""’“’ 322 328 20% 700 | 8460 0% 700 | 026 | 029 | 025 | 024 | 030 |02 | 102 | 101 | 18 | 201 15%
Performance Level Non-Interstate All Urban and Fringe Urban Al Uninterrupted Al
B 350 <5% | =65 | »80 | <12% | -6 <071 <022 =115 <13 =90% =17%

Fail/Average

Performance Level
Good/Above Average

FairAverage

2.90-350 5%-20% | 5.0-65 | 50-80 0.71-0.89 60% - 90%

Interrupted
[ =13 [ <30 |

“Urintemupted Flow Faoity  *2ord or 4 Lane Divided Highway 2 or 3 Lane Uncivided Highraay Urban Gpersting Environment
“intermpted FlowFasity  *or 5 Lane Undivced Highviay “Fural Operaing Envionmer

Corridor Performance Summary
SR 64: 1-40 to Grand Canyon National Park

Emphasis Area
Safety Performance Area Freight Performance Area
soffalal s oot Fatal ¢
Incapacitatinglnjury | %ofFatal+ ol Fatal+ i Bridge
Segment# i Incapactaiing iating Vertcal
SHSP Top 5 Iy Crasnes | Crastestvotng | Croorea 0NA0 Clearance
3 WE | EmphasisArcas | IvohmngTcks |  Holorcyces o [ (iee)
ers
Eehavors
641 ) 045 0.08 | insuflicient Data | Insufficient Data | Insuficient Data | Insuficiert Data 448 No UP
f4-2 21 ). 008 084 Insufficient Data | Insuificient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufiicient Data 115 No UP
6437 3 0.08 0.00 016 | Insufficient Data | Insuffiient Data | Insuficient Data | Insufficiert Data |04 X ; 867 No UP
Weighted Corridor Average | 0.30 021 032 | Insufficient Data | Insufficiert Date | Insuficient Data | Insuficient Data 337 000

SCALES

<4418
44.18-124.86

2 or 3 Lane Undivided Highway
[ =<51% [ <%

[ =1o%

Fair/Average

“Urinrmpted Flow Facity  *2or3 or 4Lane Divded Highuay 2 or 3 Lane Undiided Highuay Uiban Operating Envionment Nofes:  nsuffcient Dsfa"

“ntsmaied Fon Facity 4 or Lans Undided Hiay *Fursl Operating Eniecrert o U indicates o uncipasaes ae reserd i the saqent




Corridor Needs Summary
SR 64: 1-40 to Grand Canyon National Park

Segment Number and Mileposts (MP)
641 642 643
Area
MP 185213 MP 213234 MP 234-237
Pavement+ None* None*
Bridge None* None*
Mobility+ Low Low None*
Safety+ None* None* None*
Freight Low
Average Need 138 0.69 015

* A segment need rating of ‘None® does nof indicate a lack of needed
‘segment will not be developed as part of this study.
+ Identified as an emphasis area for the SR 64 coidor.

Average Need Scale
MNone® [ <01
Low [ 01-10
Wedium

; rather, if indicates that the segment performance score exceeds the established performance thresholds and strategic solufions for that

Corridor Location and Segments
SR 77: US 60 to SR 377

Segrrast 771 Sagmeni 772

{er

Segmant 15 | ;I Segiment 114
— | E

SR 77 Corridor Profile Study:
Halbrook to Show Low
Praject Vicinity and Segmentation

ADOT

Land Cwnarship
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| A Fowsr Basice




Corridor Performance Summary
SR 77: US 60 to SR 377

Emphasis Area Emphasis Area
Pavement Performance Area Bridge Performance Area Mobility Performance Area
‘Segment % of Deck - Closure Extent = % Non-Single
o LD o | e | | gt | g
Functionally s ur - ior | (@ veicies) | (ailvenicies)
SB $B

7713 5 lo Bridge 104

T2 4 ¥ X 0 Bridge

773 14 406 372

TT-4*

Weighted Corridor
Average

SCALES

Urban and Fringe Urban
=071

Fair/Average

Performance Level
GoodAbove Average

o Qorgert
“Irtermpied FlowFacily *4 or 5Lane Undweisd Higheay

rban Operating Enveonmen

“Faursl Dperaing Enveormant

0.71-0.89

Corridor Performance Summary
SR 77: US 60 to SR 377

Performance L evel

20r 3 01 4 Lane Divided Highway

Emphasis Area
Safety Performance Area Freight Performance Area
PCTEER % of Fatal + Clusure Duration
Incapaciating njury | %o Fatal + ol Fatal + of Faal » (minutesimilepostyearimie)
Segment# (miles) esnvaving | Incapacitating e Vertcal
SHSP Top 3 Injury Crases | Crashes imobving | Cyncs et Clearance
Emphasis Areas | Invohving Trucks Hotorcytles T
T 5 Insufficient Date | Insufficient Data | insuificient Data | Insuificient Data
T2 4 Insufficient Data | insufficient Data | Insuffcient Dat
T3 14 Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data
7145 21 Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insuffcient Dat:
Weighted Corridor Average Insuffiient Date | Insufficient Date | Insufficient Data

= 44% <4%

<4412

24.13-124.86

4 0r 5 Undivided Highway
=% | < 6%

Fair/Average

“Unintemupted Flon Facity  *2or 3 or 4 Lane Divided
“Intampied FlowFaciity 6 or 5 Lane Unsuided Highiy

“Zor 3 Lane Udided Highvay

22% -51%

Urban Operating Enronment
“Rursi Oparsing Envrorment

17



Corridor Needs Summary
SR 77: US60 to SR 377

771 72 713 714
Area MP 342347 MP 347-351 MP 351365 MP 365-386
Pavement+ Mone* None* None* None*
Bridge Nene* None* None* Low
Mability Low Low Low Low
Safety+ None* Low
Freight Low Low
Average Need 0.38 orr
* A segment nesd rating of ‘None’ Ges ot indicale a lack Of nieeded Improverments, raiher, f ndiCates hat the Segment PerToImance score exceeds the establisned thresholds and s Jutions for that
‘segment wil not be developed as part of this study.
+ ldentifed as an empnasis area for the SR 77 comidor.
Average Need Scale
None™ [ <01
Low [ a1-10
Medium 0

Corridor Location and Segments
SR 260: SR 277 to SR 73 and US 60: SR 260 to NM Stateline

saprencloed  slpnmizions. 4 :'-""""L

ot TR Aeghant o1

WEW MERIED

S ot

WORTHERST 3I5TAIET

ausTwAT ATHET Y weatie

SR 260 | US 60 Corridor Profile Study: "
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Emphasis Area

Pavement Performance Area

Bridge Performance Area

Corridor Performance Summary
SR 260: SR 277 to SR 73 and US 60: SR 260 to NM Stateline

Mobility Performance Area

Closure Extent -
- it | W | T
B w8 B W8
26017 341
260-2 404
26037
260/B0-47"

260-5

Performance Level Non-Interstate
A

s
Urban and Fringe Urban
<01

Fair/Average

*Lrinterpied Flow Facity  *2 ar 3or 4 Lane Divided Highway
“inemupiedFlowFadiy 4 or 6 Lane Undwided Highvay

2 r 3 Lane Undividsd Highuay

“Uitan Opersing Enironment

0.71-0.89

Interrupted

‘Rural Oparating Envonment

Good/Above Average. =13 | <30
Fair/Average 13-20 3.0-6.0

Corridor Performance Summary
SR 260: SR 277 to SR 73 and US 60: SR 260 to NM Stateline

Performance Level
A

SCALES

FairAverage

Emphasis Area Emphasis Area
‘Safety Performance Area Freight Performance Area
5 s
Directional Safety Index nm;‘:’gﬁ‘:luuw % of Fatal + 4 of Faal * SCIEER (niml’;“s.‘m:i’\;:m':mi\ Eridge
Segment# mies) Incapaitating | e ivohing. Vertical
. " SHSP Top 5 njory Grastes | Grashes Imvoiving | Cjaere SO Clearance
Emphasis Areas | Involving Trucks Notorcycles S (feet)
Behaviors
4 Insuificient Data | Insufiicient Data | Insuflicient Data | Insufficient Data
3 Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data
14 Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data
[ Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data
16 Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data
7 Insuificient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Dafa
2 Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insuficient Data
5 Insuificient Data | Insuficient Data | lnsuflicient Data | Insufficient Data
3 Insuificient Data | Insufiicient Data | Insuflicient Data | Insufficient Data
Weighted Corridor Average Insufficient Data | Insuflicient Data | Insufficient Data

<4418

44 13-124.86

Performance Level
JAbove A

2 or 3 Lane Unt
=51%

divided Highway
8%

=19%

FarAverage

6% - 10%

19% - 27%

Performance Level 4 or 5 Undivided Highway

/Above A <080 <% | -ow <6% <5%
6% 10%

FairiAverage 0.80 - 120 42%-51%

“Uninimptsd FlowFacity  “2ordar éLans Divided Highay 20131
“imemapted FloarFalty 4 or § Lans Unvidsd Highrmy

Netes:  nsuffcient Cafa”
Mo

“Rura Oersting Envronment P indicates no undempasses are present nthe segment

19



Corridor Needs Summary
SR 260: SR 277 to SR 73 and US 60: SR 260 to NM Stateline

[ 260-1 | 260-2 2603 [ 60604 | 2605 606 607 608 609
Area MP 306-310 MP 310323 MP 323337 MP 337.345 MP 341357 MP 345.352 MP 352384 MP 384-389 MP 389402
Pavement+ Low None* Low None* Low None® None*
Bridge None® None* None® None® None® None* None® None® None®
Mobility Low Low Low Medium Medium Medium Low Low Low
Safety~ None* Low Low Low None*
Freight+ Low Low Medium
Average Need 154 085 062 160
A segment nieed rating of None’ does 1ol indlcate a lack of needed + ratier, 1t indlcates that the Segmert Performance Score exceeds e established. ihreshoids and st Jutions for that
segment will not be developed as part of this study.
~ [dentified as an emphass area for the SR 260 | US 60 corridor.
Average Need Scale
None* [ <01
Low | 01-10
Wedium 10-20
39

Corridor Location and Segments
SR 69: 1-17 to SR 89; SR 89A: SR 69 to SR 89; SR 89: SR 89A to 1-40
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Corridor Performance Summary
SR 69: 1-17 to SR 89; SR 89A: SR 69 to SR 89; SR 89: SR 89A to 1-40

Emphasis Area

%4 Deck Clnarn Enbert 1 % Won-Single
s Bren m e F;T E::::: s i Dirsetiaral TN Diriatonal PTI
aciee . [wavm | soem I
eq7 | SEE0 | 8 EENECRER R RE
500 T80 5 ar4 | 0B g, i
w00 || iy 078 | 080 | 0.2
aee | W | v [ e s
T Ne Biidges s | oas [0ar |
o [rE e ¢ 030 | 035 |02z |
L B0 | s2fn [now | E T K N
e 7% s42 | sos0 Pome | o [ | anal
comintnmange | 280 [ar (300 e [Tmes|lemaiion | soo |Foss [oet [eze o
Parfermants Lavel Harisimatels | A Al eman [Rurl)
= . T T = 385 | m [ E [ < | RN [ «m |« ; B I,
Facthvege 23 AA | Beds | S0 | 54 | uhan (R [T e R s I
S\mrirmted Fioe Faciey rean parang e 3 Lane U ragieeay Lox ©Lane Lk ragiazy Uctzrn 4 e vty
% o *Zor Jor & Lann Cherded Highway * 5 Lans Peghwany

ADOT 4
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Corridor Performance Summary
SR 69: I-17 to SR 89; SR 89A: SR 69 to SR 89; SR 89: SR 89A to [-40

e ] Frakt Pertarmures Arva

[T EET]

ara rded P et Lanw Lrekdng g
& L Davickand Hagnavag. " Laww Hghvaay

ADOT 2



Corridor Needs Summary
SR 69: 1-17 to SR 89; SR 89A: SR 69 to SR 89; SR 89: SR 89A to 1-40

Corridor Location and Segments

US 89: 1-40 to UT Stateline
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Corridor Performance Summary
US 89: 1-40 to UT Stateline

Emphasis Area

Emphasis Area

|

tlefs LEECEEEE
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& Bicycls
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Corridor Performance Summary
US 89: 1-40 to UT Stateline

Emphasis Area
& m M

To— Disectional Salety indeny | IPEapscitsfing bjuey i [minsimibepost Bridgn

Ll Ctashen bevabing frmckes amy) k) Varical

o 0 — na @ e | @ na @

B 8 3, I D42 19 | 198 | 266 11 it 3
MU | 1.13 i % 058 1 116 | 138 | NolP
i3~ 5 o | Insificient O 076 1 @ 140 3
U [ o Insufficreni Data 122 [ 132 B
BALE" 1% Insufficient Data [ i | 120 | e | I
B 7 [ i Insufficient Data o 1 1, 129 | 130
T~ % 3l Insufficient Data | 70 05 | il 143 141 I
e | = 127 [ 131 it
[ 3 o5 L. 0128 140 | 143 | 319 | 408 LS 2
AR I3 [EF) 042 | Insuhcent Data D4R RE:D m7 s

bl % 059 1| a7 | s | e 105 | Hol®

2w 3 or 4 Lane Divided, 2 or 5 Undivided, 2 or 3 Lane
Perbormance Level rdividad Uriinterrupked (Iterrupted) Al
S e b oy )
w0711 R
Lr— 0B~ 130 BT 1% oy | VISTEN0LE | 1201508060 A B0ES
c034-115 P 51N - il

“Uniamgne) Flas Faziny "2 07 3 Lare Uneivaes Horay
“TiETaga i Facny

~
o
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Corridor Needs Summary
US 89: 1-40 to UT Stateline

Segenent Number andl Misposts (MP)
Partarmancs Arsa e [ omuz [ aws ) B mus [ et wus [ mus B9L10
M A200478 | MP 438447 | MP 4457 | MP 457465 | MP 465481 | MP 401458 | MP 458524 | MP 524547 | MP S47.550 | MP 850.551
Pirvement Low Mans’ Low
Bridge Hone" Mane Nor
Low Low Hon
Non Mem | hon

ADOT

Corridor Location and Segments
US 160: US 89 to NM Stateline

| L) [ = =

[ 3 T
N
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Corridor Performance Summary
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Corridor Needs Summary
US 160: US 89 to NM Stateline
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Next Steps

EXISTING CORRIDOR PERFORMANCE

= Chapters 1-3 (Performance and Needs) of Final
Report: Comments due Friday, September 1, 2017

= Chapters 4-6 (Solution Development, Evaluation, and
Prioritization) of Final Report: November 2017

 Performance-
Based Needs
Assessment

Solution
Evaluation and
Prioritization

Strategic
Solutions

26



I
Statewide Summary

= Results from all 21 CPS studies will be included in the
final Statewide Summary Report
= Currently: Rounds 1 — 3 performance, needs, and solutions
are being compiled
= Next Step: Round 4 performance, needs, and solutions will
be incorporated following their finalization
= Round 1 - 3 Results
= 212 total projects have been identified
= 3 segments have a “High” overall average need

= Performance Areas with Highest Needs
= 38% of studied corridor miles have a “High” Safety Need
= 22% of studied corridor miles have a “High” Freight Need

Questions?

ADOT 54
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Figure 2: Corridor Location and Segments
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Table 10: Corridor Performance Summary by Segment and Performance Measure

Pavement Performance Area Bridge Performance Area Mobility Performance Area
I s of Deck E Peak CI(O st EXte/nt D I TTI D I PTI 7 Non-
Segment # Length ot - Area on Lowest | Future xisting Pea instances irectiona irectiona : Single
(miles) | iALdls  Directional PSR | "9, Area Sufficiency | ¢ onckonally | Bridge WMAGARRM| Daily |  HourVIC milepost/ (allvehicles) | (all vehicles) Bioycle | o0 ey
Index el S, Obsolete Rating Index viC year/mile) FEEETITET R Vehicle
Bridges (SOV) Trips
NB/EB | SB/WB NB/EB | SBIWB | NB/EB | SB/WB | NB/EB | SB/WB | NB/EB | SB/WB
95N-1*2 7 3.33 0.0% | 065 | 044 | 045 | 037 | 000 | 1.04 | 1.01 | 1.89 | 1.54 15.9%
95N-2*b1 8 3.22 3.03 ridges 0.67 | 0.68 | 0.13 1.22 | 1.19 | 343 | 3.22 18.8%
95N-3*b1 9 3.45 3.23 0.68 | 0.66 0.07 1.46 1.44 5.63 21.3%
68-4*22 7 3.95 3.78 3.75 0.0% 6.00 87.50 0.0% 6 0.40 0.50 0.26 | 0.26 0.23 0.20 1.05 1.11 1.94 | 3.28 74% 18.5%
68-572 10 3.73 3.61 3.45 0.0% 6.38 94.63 0.0% 6 0.20 0.22 0.17 | 0.17 0.26 0.16 1.06 1.03 1.39 100% 18.1%
68-6"1 5 3.62 3.35 3.30 0.0% 6.32 99.60 0.0% 6 0.14 0.15 0.12 | 0.12 0.36 0.04 1.01 1.01 1.34 1.27 98% 16.1%
68-7/\01 5 3.83 3.51 0.0% 6.00 98.20 0.0% 6 0.18 0.19 0.15 | 0.11 0.52 0.36 1.00 1.00 1.29 1.21
We'gztveedr%’;”dor 361 | 340 | 336 | 11.9% | 6.05 | 92.48 6.67% 58 | 059 | 076 | 038 | 0.38 | 035 | 033 | 114 | 113 | 311 | 2.67
Performance Level Non-Interstate All Urban and Fringe Urban All Uninterrupted All
CORIAIOE SEERE | g > 3.50 <5% | >65 > 80 < 12% >6 <0.71 <0.22 <1.15 <13 > 90% > 17%
Performance
Fair/Average 2.90 - i 5%- | 5.0- i 12% - i i i i i T 11% -
Performance 350 2.90 - 3.50 20% 6.5 50 - 80 40% 5-6 0.71-0.89 0.22 - 0.62 1.15-1.33 1.3-15 60% - 90% 17%
Performance Level Rural Interrupted
Good/Above Average <056 <13 <30
Performance
FCIAVERLES 0.56 - 0.76 >138<20 | >3.0&<6.0
Performance
AUninterrupted Flow Facility 22 or 3 or 4 Lane Divided Highway 'Fringe Urban Operating Environment
*Interrupted Flow Facility b4 or 5 Lane Undivided Highway 2Rural Operating Environment
August 2017 SR 68/SR 95 North Corridor Profile Study

35 Draft Report: Performance and Needs Evaluation
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Table 10: Corridor Performance Summary by Segment and Performance Measure (continued)

Safety Performance Area Freight Performance Area
Segment % of Fatal + 0 % of Fatal +
P o . % of Fatal + % of Fatal + L . i
Segment# | Length Directional Safety | |ncapacitating Injury A el t Incapacitating Injury - iracti iracti Closure Duration : :
(miles) Index S e Incapacitating Incapacitating Injury | " cc i iving Freight Directional TTTI Directional TPTI | i1\ ites/milepostlyear) |  Bridge Vertical
. Injury Crashes Crashes Involving : Index Clearance (feet)
SHSP Top 5 Emphasis InvoIVing Trucks Motorcvcles Non-Motorized
Areas Behaviors 9 Y Travelers
SB/WB NB/EB SB/WB NB/EB SB/WB NB/EB SB/WB
95N-1*b? 7 40% Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data 42.31 0.00 No UP
Q5N-2*b1 8 46% Insufficient Data 7% 15.85 No UP
95N-3*b1 9 34% Insufficient Data 5% 55.89 4.53 No UP
68-4*2 7 Insufficient Data 0% 3411 | 34.00 No UP
68-5na2 10 46% Insufficient Data 35.24 No UP
68-6Mat 5 25% Insufficient Data 8% 3.56 No UP
68-7/01 5 Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data 43.52 No UP
Weighted Corridor -
Average Insufficient Data 3.62 50.06 52.55 No UP
SCALES
Performance Level 2 or 3 or 4 Lane Divided Highway Uninterrupted All
Good/Above Average <0.77 < 44% < 4% < 16% < 2% >0.77 <1.15 <13 <44.18 >16.5
Performance
FEMAEIENE 0.77 - 1.23 44% - 54% 4% - 7% 16% - 26% 2% - 4% 0.67-0.77 | 1.15-1.33 1.3-15 44.18-124.86 16.0 - 16.5
Performance
Performance Level 4 or 5 Lane Undivided Highway Interrupted
Good/Above Average 0 o o o
e . <0.80 < 42% < 6% < 6% <5% >0.33 <13 <3.0
Fair/Average ) Ve =G Ve T Ve G Ve o ) i i
Performance 0.80-1.20 42% - 51% 6% - 10% 6% - 9% 5% - 8% 0.17 - 0.33 1.3-20 3.0-6.0
AUninterrupted Flow Facility 22 or 3 or 4 Lane Divided Highway Fringe Urban Operating Environment Notes:  “Insufficient Data” indicates there was not enough data available to generate reliable performance ratings
*Interrupted Flow Facility ®4 or 5 Lane Undivided Highway 2Rural Operating Environment “No UP” indicates no underpasses are present in the segment
August 2017 SR 68/SR 95 North Corridor Profile Study

36 Draft Report: Performance and Needs Evaluation
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Segment Review

The needs for each segment were combined to numerically estimate the average level of need for
each segment of the corridor. Table 17 provides a summary of needs for each segment across all
performance areas, with the average need score for each segment presented in the last row of the
table. A weighting factor of 1.5 is applied to the need scores of the performance areas identified as
emphasis areas (Pavement, Mobility, and Safety for the SR 68/SR 95 North corridor). There is one
segment with a High average need, Segment 95N-3. Six segments have a Medium average need.

Table 17: Summary of Needs by Segment

Segment Number and Mileposts (MP)
Performance Area 95N-1 95N-2 95N-3 68-4 68-5 68-6 68-7
MP 226-233 MP 233-241 MP 241-250 MP 0-7 MP 7-17 MP 17-22 MP 22-27

Pavement* Low Medium Low None None Low None
Bridge 0 None g None None None None
Mobility* Medium g g Low Low Low Low

Safety* Low g g g g 0 0
Freight None Low g Low g 0 Low
Average Need 1.38 2.00 / 1.08 1.38 1.62 1.08

* |[dentified as Emphasis Areas for SR 68/SR 95 North Corridor

# N/A indicates insufficient or no data available to determine level of need

* A segment need rating of 'None' does not indicate a lack of needed improvements; rather, it indicates that the segment performance score exceeds the established performance thresholds and strategic solutions
for that segment will not be developed as part of this study

Level of Need Average Need
Range
None* <0.1
Low 0.1-1.0
Medium 1.0-2.0
High >2.0

August 2017

SR 68/SR 95 North Corridor Profile Study

Draft Report: Performance and Needs Evaluation
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Figure 2: Corridor Location and Segments
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Table 10: Corridor Performance Summary by Segment and Performance Measure

Pavement Performance Area

Bridge Performance Area

Mobility Performance Area

Segment % of Deck Closure Extent % Non-Single
o . Existing Peak instances/ Directional TTI | Directional PTI b Non-
Segment # %;:‘Igt;)‘ V150 | Directional PSR % Area Sufficiency Fuﬁ‘::;:;"y I-B(:‘i':i;set Mobility F;;:;e x:o:‘? v/gal m(i:::::t;:;:arl (:ﬁ%:;%?:les) (I;ﬁ(i/gi‘;es) % Bicycle Occupancy
Index Failure Rating Obsolete Rating Index Vic mile) Accommodation Vehi;:'tiap(sSOV)
Brid
reges NB/EB | SB/WB | NB/EB | SBWB | NB/EB | SBIWB | NB/EB | SB/WB
84/347-1"2 | 7 No Bridges 017 | 0.09 | 008 | 0.03 | 0.00 | 1.00 | 1.07 | 2.05 | 2.86 100% 19.9%
347-2n%2 9 3.86 4.07 | 4.23 11.1% No Bridges 0.14 | 0.06 | 0.06 | 0.09 | 0.13 | 1.22 | 1.26 | 4.72 | 3.06 100% 20.2%
347-3%l 5 3.81 3.21 | 359 No Bridges 063 | 063 | 016 | 0.12 | 143 | 1.43 451 19.1%
347-4%32 8 3.95 386 | 3.95 0.0% 6.20 98.60 0.0% 6 024 | 015 | 124 | 119 | 325 | 2.24 98%
347-5%a2 5 3.07 376 | 403 | 10.0% No Bridges 061 | 012 | 1.16 | 1.15 | 3.05 | 2.83 98%
We'ggtvegrfgog”dor 3.94 3.85 | 4.03 8.7% 6.20 98.60 0.0% 6 0.76 050 | 050 | 020 | 0.11 | 1.20 | 1.21 | 378 | 3.01 91% 15.7%

Performance

Performance Level Non-Interstate Al Urban and Fringe Urban All Uninterrupted Al
Good/Above Average 0 o 0 0
Performance > 3.50 > 3.50 < 5% >6.5 >80 <12% >6 <0.71 <0.22 <1.15 <13 > 90% > 17%
Fair/Average
2.90 - 3.50 2.90 - 3.50 5%-20% | 5.0-65 | 50-80 | 12%-40% | 5-6 0.71-0.89 0.22 - 0.62 1.15-1.33 13-15 60% - 90% | 11%-17%

Performance Level

Good/Above Average
Performance

Fair/Average
Performance

AUninterrupted Flow Facility
*Interrupted Flow Facility

a2 or 3 or 4 Lane Divided Highway
52 or 3 Lane Undivided Highway

tUrban Operating Environment

2Rural Operating Environment

Rural

< 0.56

0.56 - 0.76

Interrupted

<13

<3.0

>1.3&<20

>3.0&<6.0

August 2017
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Table 10: Corridor Performance Summary by Segment and Performance Measure (continued)

Safety Performance Area Freight Performance Area
% of Fatal + ;
Segment Directional Safety Index Incapacitating Injury % of Fatal + % of Fatal + Ir:/coaOfaI::?tt:tI'; . Directional TTTI Directional TPTI (migll:t)::/ﬁilljeur:;:?near) Bridge
Segment # Length Crashes Involving Incapacitating Incapacitating Injury capacitating Freight posty Vertical
: . h Injury Crashes
(miles) SHSP Top 5 Injury Crashes Crashes Involving Involving Nono Index Clearance
NB/EB SB/WB Emphasis Areas Involving Trucks Motorcycles Motori .?. | NB/EB | SB/WB NB/EB | SB/WB NB/EB SB/WB (feet)
Behaviors otorized Travelers
84/347-112 7 0.00 0.68 Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data 1.02 1.14 1.94 2.50 6.34 0.00 No UP
347-2122 9 121 111 Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data 0.30 1.14 1.26 13.33 24.27 No UP
347-3*1 5 0.06 0.06 Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data 1.50 1.58 29.16 9.40 No UP
347-4*32 8 0.87 0.57 1.17 ‘ Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data 1.46 1.34 40.59 20.25 No UP
347-5%a2 5 Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data 1.42 1.30 106.80 10.96 No UP
We'ggtveedr;oe”'dor 0.90 0.59 Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data. | Insufficient Data 129 | 1.31 522 | 3526 | 14.19 | NoUP
SCALES
Performance Level 2 or 3 or 4 Lane Divided Highway Uninterrupted All
Good/Above Average <0.77 < 44% < 4% < 16% < 2% >0.77 <1.15 <13 <44.18 >16.5
Performance
AR 0.77-1.23 44% - 54% 4% - 7% 16% - 26% 2% - 4% 0.67-077 | 1.15-1.33 13-15 44.18-124.86 | 16.0 - 16.5
Performance
Performance Level 2 or 3 Lane Undivided Highway Interrupted
Good/Above Average o o o o
Performance <0.94 <51% < 5% < 18% <2% >0.33 <13 <3.0
Fair/Average i AT A WA CEn A i i i
Performance 0.94 - 1.06 51% - 58% 5% - 7% 18% - 27% 2% - 4% 0.17-0.33 1.3-20 3.0-6.0
AUninterrupted Flow Facility ~ #2 or 3 or 4 Lane Divided Highway tUrban Operating Environment Notes:  “Insufficient Data” indicates there was not enough data available to generate reliable performance ratings
*Interrupted Flow Facility b2 or 3 Lane Undivided Highway 2Rural Operating Environment “No UP” indicates no underpasses are present in the segment
August 2017 SR 347/SR 84 Corridor Profile Study
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Segment Review

The needs for each segment were combined to numerically estimate the average level of need for
each segment of the corridor. Table 17 provides a summary of needs for each segment across all
performance areas, with the average need score for each segment presented in the last row of the
table. A weighting factor of 1.5 is applied to the need scores of the performance areas identified as
emphasis areas (Mobility, Safety, and Freight for the SR 347/SR 84 corridor). There is one segment
with a High average need, two segments with a Medium average need, one segment with a Low
average need, and two segments with no average need.

Table 17: Summary of Needs by Segment

Segment Number and Mileposts (MP)
Performance Area 84/347-1 347-2 347-3 347-4 347-5
MP 155-162 MP 162-171 MP 171-176 MP 176-184 MP 184-189

Pavement None Low Low None Low

Bridge None None None None None
Mobility* None Low

Safety* None Medium

Freight* None None
Average Need 0.00 0.85

* |dentified as Emphasis Areas for SR 347/SR 84 Corridor

# N/A indicates insufficient or no data available to determine level of need
* A segment need rating of 'None' does not indicate a lack of needed improvements; rather, it indicates that the segment performance score exceeds the established performance thresholds and strategic solutions for that
segment will not be developed as part of this study

Level of Need FRIEELE MR
Range
None* <0.1
Low 0.1-1.0
Medium 1.0-2.0
>20

August 2017
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Figure 2: Corridor Location and Segments
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Table 10: Corridor Performance Summary by Segment and Performance Measure

Pavement Performance Area Bridge Performance Area Mobility Performance Area
Segment 7 of Deck Existing Peak Clgr?lsj{:ni)étse/nt Directional TTI Directional PTI % Non-Single
S t# Length irecti . A L " .
egmen (;ﬂgts) SE\[=g)lg | Directional PSR % Area Sufficiency Funcr:(is)gglly Bor\i,(\gzz[ Mobility Future Hour V/C milepost/ (all vehicles) (all vehicles) % Bicycle Occupancy
Index Failure Rating Obsolete Rating [als=y¢ | Daily VIC year/mile) Accommodation Vehiclt_a (Sov)
SBIEB | NBWB Bridges NB/WB | SB/EB | NBWB | SB/EB | NBWB | SB/EB | NB/WB | SB/EB Eie
90-12+ 5 410 | 416 | 4.17 0% No Bridges 041 | 050 [ 031031 ] 000 | 000 [ 1.28 | 1.69 [ROBN 3.29 88% 14.1%
90-22*a 9 4.30 433 | 4.14 0% 6.49 94.52 0% 6 0.18 0.22 0.13 | 0.13 0.07 0.02 | 1.19 | 1.00 | 491 | 1.11 100% 14.6%
90-32*a 8 3.72 3.59 | 3.39 6% 6.69 94.68 0% 6 0.44 0.51 0.33 | 0.33 0.08 024 | 1.04 | 1.01 | 195 | 1.65 96% 17.2%
90-42/b 5 3.56 3.28 20% No Bridges 0.28 0.32 0.21 | 0.21 0.16 0.22 | 1.02 | 1.04 96% 17.3%
90-51b 7 3.14 3.11 No Bridges 0.47 0.51 0.34 | 0.39 0.00 021 | 1.35 | 1.36
90-62* 12 3.74 3.55 6.60 93.90 0% 5 0.30 033 | 029 | 029 | 005 | 024 | 1.13 | 1.11
80-72¢ 6 2SN 424 5.85 75.83 5 050 | 038 [ 052 | 055 | 0.10 [BORAN 1.00 | 1.09
80-81* 6 3.35 3.10 17% 6.03 87.28 25% 5 0.27 0.20 0.31 | 0.27 0.00 0.27 | 1.06 | 1.09
80-92/¢ 12 3.98 3.82 0% 5.39 68.37 0% 5 0.13 0.08 0.13 | 0.13 | 0.00 | 0.13 | 1.08 | 1.05
80-10%*3 8 3.76 3.64 | 3.69 6% 5.00 89.90 0% 5 0.13 0.10 0.15 | 0.15 0.02 0.04 | 1.08 | 1.09 | 157 | 1.82 97% 14.9%
We'ggtvesrggoe”'dor 3.66 | 3.70 | 3.66 11% 5.99 83.64 13% 524 | 029 | 030 | 026 | 026 | 004 | 020 | 1.12 | 1.13 | 3.00 | 2.19 62% 15.3%
Performance Level Non-Interstate All Urban and Fringe Urban All Uninterrupted All
Good/Above Average > 3.50 <5% > 6.5 > 80 <12% > 6 <0.71 <0.22 <1.15 <13 > 90% >17%
Fair/Average 2.90 - 3.50 5% -20% | 5.0-65 | 50-80 |12%-40% | 5-6 0.71-0.89 0.22 - 0.62 1.15-1.33 1.3-15 60% - 90% | 11% - 17%
Performance Level Rural Interrupted
Good/Above Average <0.56 <13 <3.0
Fair/Average 0.56 - 0.76 1.3-20 3.0-6.0
AUninterrupted Flow Facility 22 or 3 or 4 Lane Divided Highway €2 or 3 Lane Undivided Highway Urban Operating Environment
*Interrupted Flow Facility ®4 or 5 Lane Undivided Highway 2Rural Operating Environment
August 2017 SR 90/SR 80 Corridor Profile Study
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Table 10: Corridor Performance Summary by Segment and Performance Measure (continued)

Safety Performance Area Freight Performance Area
- wh el % of Fatal + % of Fatal + e irecti Closure Duration ;
Segment Directional Safety Index |ncapac|tat|ng |njury % of Fatal + Incapacitatin Incapacitatin . Directional TTTI Directional TPTI (minuteS/milepOSUyear/miIe) Brldge
Segment # Length Safety Crashes Involving Incapacitating Iniu P Crashe% init P Crashe% Freight Vertical
(miles) Index SHSP Top 5 Injury Crashes Jury i I rIy Index Clearance
NB/WB SBIEB Emphasis Areas Involving Trucks Involving Involving Non- NB/WB | SB/EB | NBWB | SB/EB | NB/WB SBIEB (feet)
Behaviors Motorcycles Motorized Travelers
90-1%* 5 Insgfgf;ent Insgfgf;ent Insgfgf;ent Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data 3.29 0.00 0.00 No UP
90-22*2 9 0.05 0.09 0.00 Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data 1.00 \ 1.08 10.51 1.87 No UP
90-3%+ 8 0.47 0.94 0.00 | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | 0.35 111 | 1.05 2.70 | 17.07 32.50 No UP
90-42nb 5 0.88 0.93 0.82 Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data 1.10 1.14 \ 38.72 18.84 No UP
90-51*b 7 0.82 0.88 0.77 Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data 1.41 1.40 5.46 0.00 87.57 No UP
90-62*¢ 12 _ 0.07 Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data 1.23 1.22 3.37 10.45 54,73 No UP
80-7/¢ 6 0.23 0.31 0.15 Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data 1.02 1.27 1.44 10.90 No UP
80-81*¢ 6 0.00 0.00 0.00 Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data 1.10 1.19 2.22 2.14 0.00 104.93
80-9%/¢ 12 0.54 0.00 Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data 1.08 1.05 \ 1.41 0.00 19.00 No UP
80-10%*2 8 0.69 0.00 Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data 1.09 1.10 1.62 1.72 2.73 6.04 No UP
Welggt\;agracgoerrldor 0.59 0.70 0.47 Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data 0.39 1.26 | 1.20 | 356 | 2.70 8.36 47.21

Performance Level 2 or 3 or 4 Lane Divided Highway Uninterrupted All
Good/Above Average <0.77 < 44% < 4% < 16% <2% >0.77 <1.15 <13 <44.18 > 16.5
Fair/Average 0.77 - 1.23 44% - 54% 4% - 7% 16% - 26% 2% - 4% 0.67 - 0.77 1.15-1.33 1.3-15 44.18-124.86 16.0-16.5
Performance Level 2 or 3 Lane Undivided Highway Interrupted
Good/Above Average <0.94 <51% < 6% <19% < 5% > 0.33 <13 <3.0
Fair/Average 0.94 - 1.06 51% - 58% 6% - 10% 19% - 27% 5% - 8% 0.17 - 0.33 1.3-20 3.0-6.0
Performance Level 4 or 5 Undivided Highway
Good/Above Average <0.80 < 42% < 6% < 6% <5%
Fair/Average 0.80-1.20 42% - 51% 6% - 10% 6% - 9% 5% - 8%
AUninterrupted Flow Facility 22 or 3 or 4 Lane Divided Highway €2 or 3 Lane Undivided Highway Urban Operating Environment Notes:  “Insufficient Data” indicates there was not enough data available to generate reliable performance ratings
*Interrupted Flow Facility ®4 or 5 Lane Undivided Highway 2Rural Operating Environment “No UP” indicates no underpasses are present in the segment
August 2017 SR 90/SR 80 Corridor Profile Study
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Segment Review

The needs for each segment were combined to numerically estimate the average level of need for
each segment of the corridor. Table 17 provides a summary of needs for each segment across all
performance areas, with the average need score for each segment presented in the last row of the
table. A weighting factor of 1.5 is applied to the need scores of the performance areas identified as
emphasis areas (Pavement, Safety, and Freight for the SR 90/SR 80 corridor). There is four
segment with a Medium average need and six segments with a Low average need.

Table 17: Summary of Needs by Segment

Segment Number and Mileposts (MP)
Perfzrrg’;”ce 90-1 90-2 90-3 90-4 90-5 90-6 80-7 80-8 80-9 80-10
MP 290-295 MP 295-304 MP 304-312 MP 312-317 MP 317-324 MP 324-336 MP 333-339 MP 339-345 MP 345-357 MP 357-365

Pavement* None None Low Low Medium None None Low None Low
Bridge None None None None None Low Low Low Medium Medium

Mobility Low Low None Low Low Low Low Low Low None

Safety* N/A None Low Low Low None None Low Low

Freight* Low None Low None

Average Need 0.85 0.38 0.46 0.77 1.38 0.77

* |dentified as Emphasis Areas for SR 90/SR 80 Corridor
# N/A indicates insufficient or no data available to determine level of need
* A segment need rating of 'None' does not indicate a lack of needed improvements; rather, it indicates that the segment performance score exceeds the established performance thresholds and strategic solutions for that segment will not be

developed as part of this study

Level of Need AVEIEEE MR
Range
None* <01
Low 0.1-1.0
Medium 1.0-20
>20
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Figure 2: Corridor Location and Segments

]
|~ " :' N
: B C O
" L N
g n (1]
. 8 MP 374  ° a
B " 24
202 . MP 370 | 31
o< £ MP 369 -- :
m\g‘u.. n
L 1
| L--____—-____‘-t ::"
u s =
> Red/Rock S = Ny GRAHAM
. State Park E‘zkg: \ ) : w
- D o ST A R j " COCHISE |
!‘rescoﬂ 5 ( : /} Jj) . “,.g ey re]
National Forest %I 'S B ) X P, L s e )
LAZE | Aot =
-------- 1 { » * ¥} National 5~
; r Slarkdale "MQS'LLME nt 7 el
RN Y rlieadiHorse A
: & _f b I Rarith ,-"'/
! I: B Stateermy &
. ] - S
: ;-1' Cottonwood!
4 = u V-
: E.’ 5 MP 3866 | 5
I T i 2 5
ER X 225 L —— s
! 5 of 8 > -
j F & W ggiut‘f-----' Coconino
i L8 MP 209 -4 National Forest
: il Q oS
[ a— o ¢+ 9
B @ ¢ >
_—--——{-PLE?]cgjt—. Q&.' (“é
AE alle
e ! S YAVAPAI
— ‘; o‘t" V4 Montezuma
P = Y 4 Well
Central Yavapai Metropolitan iy g ©% e
. Planning Organization b > Do g /',T—'/
H\\j-. 'S o0&k '_.,_f‘
. /,—
Northern Arizona ‘, ,60 b
b Coundil of Govemments 8. g asﬁ;”‘a SR 179/5R 89A/SR 260 Corridor Segments
1 3 Segment 179-1: I-17 to Red Rock Ranger Station (MP 299-305)
% Segment 179-2: Red Rock Ranger Station to SR 89A / SR 179 (roundabout) (MP 305-314)
4 Segment 89A-3: SR 89A / SR 179 (roundabout) to Upper Red Rock Loop Rd (MP 374-369)
s MP 219 % Segment 89A-4: Upper Red Rack Loop Rd to S Rocking Chair Ranch Rd (MP 369-356)
.0 '_,Ca'rhp Verde % Segment 89A/260-5: SR 89A S Rocking Chair Ranch Rd to SR 260 E. Prairie Ln/Ogden Ranch Rd (MP 356-209)
P 1] — LY
{ %% i 4 i T L _~, | Segment 260-6: . Prairie Ln/Ogden Ranch Rd to |-17 (Exit 287) (MP 209-219)
e | " _}ﬂ" === , -‘]E \‘ _,’f \ ~ 7
N
A -|+ Corridor Segment = = =1 ADOT District Boundary Land Ownership Local or State Parks
Miles === County Boundary =--=—: MPO/COG Boundary Bureau of Land Management State Trust Land
0 25 5 ——— |Interstate/Highway U.S. Forest Service State Game and Fish
i__"_-_"' City Boundary National Park Service Private
SR 179/SR 89A/SR 260 Corridor Profile Study: I-17 to 1-17 - R
Project Vicinity and Segmentation

August 2017

SR 179/SR 89A/SR 260 Corridor Profile Study
Draft Report: Performance and Needs Evaluation



Corresponding Slide Number: 25

ADOT

Table 10: Corridor Performance Summary by Segment and Performance Measure

AUninterrupted Flow Facility
*Interrupted Flow Facility

a2 or 3 or 4 Lane Divided Highway
®4 or 5 Lane Undivided Highway

€2 or 3 Lane Undivided Highway

Urban Operating Environment
2Rural Operating Environment

Pavement Performance Area Bridge Performance Area Mobility Performance Area ‘
Segment Directional PSR % of Deck Existing Peak Clg::{:nlf:)é;?nt Directional TTI Directional PTI % Non-
SIS I(_er_llgtr; Pavement % Area Sufficiency F Ar‘i? on" LBO‘.'(‘QESt Mobility Future S HE milepost/year/mile) (Ell el s) (Ell el s) % Bicycle 0 Siirglle
miles . . unctiona riage . . ccupanc
[0 TSBEB | NBWB | Failure Rating Obsolete / Raﬁﬁg (e[:¢ ) DailyVIC "NB/WB | SBIEB | NBWB | SB/EB | NBWB | SB/EB | NBWB | SB/EB | Accommodation Vehﬁ]de ¢
(&NB | (&SB Bridges (&SB | (&NB | (&SB | (&NB | (&SB | (&NB | (&SB | (&NB (SOV) Trips
179) 179) 179) 179) 179) 179) 179) | 179) 179) 179)
179-1%%¢ 6 3.27 3.31 3.24 0.0% 5.00 59.90 5 0.35 0.41 0.27 0.26 0.00 0.10 1.17 | 1.21 2.81 3.55 17.1%
179-21*a 9 3.31 3.33 3.28 8.00 90.27 0.0% 8 0.83 \ 0.57 0.56 0.09 0.02 1.27 | 1.33 3.39 4.37 83% 17.0%
89A-3M 5 371 | 351 | 346 | 0.0% No Bridges 0.86 0.54 | 054 | 0.00 | 0.16 | 1.29 | 1.24 |GG 5.55 71% 17.9%
89A-42+a 13 3.87 3.75 | 375 | 0.0% 5.31 98.81 0.0% 5 0.48 034 | 033 | 054 | 003 | 1.15 | 1.08 | 3.24 | 1.88 97% 18.0%
89A/260-51+P 4 3.97 3.61 3.61 0.0% 7.00 84.00 0.0% 7 0.77 ‘ 0.57 0.53 0.05 0.10 1.30 | 1.27 5.29 3.02 20.1%
260-62*° 10 3.89 3.65 3.76 6.7% 6.95 91.24 0.0% 5 \ 0.76 | 0.76 0.12 0.12 1.01 | 1.07 | 1.33 1.97 90% 16.1%
We'ggtfgrggoer ridor 368 | 356 | 355 | 6.7% 6.57 90.44 7.1% 579 | 0.75 050 | 049 | 020 | 0.08 | 1.17 | 1.17 | 3.36 | 3.05 73% 17.5%
SCALES
Performance Level Non-Interstate All Urban and Fringe Urban All Uninterrupted All
Good/Above Average > 3.50 <5% > 6.5 > 80 <12% > 6 <0.71 <0.22 <1.15 <13 > 90% >17%
Fair/Average 2.90 - 3.50 D00 m0.68 | Swegn | 20 5-6 0.71-0.89 0.22-062 | 1.15-1.33 13-15 60%-90% | LL1P-
: . 0% : . 40% : . : . : . : . 17%
Performance Level Rural Interrupted
Good/Above Average <0.56 <13 <3.0
Fair/Average 0.56 - 0.76 1.3-20 3.0-6.0

August 2017

36

SR 179/SR 89A/SR 260 Corridor Profile Study
Draft Report: Performance and Needs Evaluation



Corresponding Slide Number: 26

ADOT

Table 10: Corridor Performance Summary by Segment and Performance Measure (continued)

Safety Performance Area

Freight Performance Area

SCALES

% of Fatal + Closure Duration
Directional Safety Index Incapacitating % of Fatal + % of Fatal + % of Fatal + Directional TTTI Directional TPTI (minutes/milepost/ Bridge
Segment . L Incapacitating Incapacitating Injury i year/mile) A
Segment # Length (miles) Injury Crashes Incapacitating iy Crashes Crashes Ivolvin Freight Vertical
NBIWE sggg | Ivolving SHSP Top | Injury Crashes Jlr:\);olvin el g Index NBWB | SBIEB | NBMWB | SBIEB | NBMWB | SBIEB | Clearance
5 Emphasis Areas Involving Trucks g (& SB (& NB (& SB (& NB (& SB (& NB (feet)
(&SB 179) | (&NB179) Behaviors Motorcycles Travelers 179) 179) 179) 179) 179) 179)
179-12*¢ 5 0.26 0.00 Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data 1.25 1.27 3.16 5.33 0.00 12.13 No UP
179-21*a 9 Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data 1.48 1.42 4.06 5.97 21.76 | 4.18 No UP
89A-3!*P 22 Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data 1.43 1.33 \ 0.00 | 48.84 No UP
89A-42%2 22 Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data 1.28 1.16 7.40 No UP
89A/260-51+P 5 27% Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data 1.50 1.40 5.17 9.90 13.40 No UP
260-62*° 10 Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data 1.05 1.14 3.16 19.82 | 27.98 No UP
Weighted Corridor Average Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data 1.30 1.26 4.55 50.88 | 16.35 No UP

Performance Level

4 or 5 Undivided Highway

Good/Above Average

<0.80

< 42%

< 6%

< 6%

< 5%

AUninterrupted Flow Facility
*Interrupted Flow Facility

Fair/Average

a2 or 3 or 4 Lane Divided Highway
®4 or 5 Lane Undivided Highway

0.80 - 1.20

42% - 51%

€2 or 3 Lane Undivided Highway

6% - 10%

6% - 9%

Urban Operating Environment
2Rural Operating Environment

5% - 8%

Notes:

“No UP” indicates no underpasses are present in the segment

“Insufficient Data” indicates there was not enough data available to generate reliable performance ratings

Performance Level 2 or 3or 4 Lane Divided Highway Uninterrupted All
Good/Above Average <0.77 < 44% < 4% <16% <2% >0.77 <1.15 <13 <44.18 >16.5
Fair/Average 0.77 - 1.23 44% - 54% 4% - 7% 16% - 26% 2% - 4% 0.67 - 0.77 1.15-1.33 1.3-15 44.18-124.86 | 16.0-16.5
Performance Level 2 or 3 Lane Undivided Highway Interrupted
Good/Above Average <0.94 <51% < 6% <19% < 5% > 0.33 <13 <3.0
Fair/Average 0.94 -1.06 51% - 58% 6% - 10% 19% - 27% 5% - 8% 0.17-0.33 1.3-20 3.0-6.0
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Segment Review

The needs for each segment were combined to numerically estimate the average level of need for
each segment of the corridor. Table 17 provides a summary of needs for each segment across all
performance areas, with the average need score for each segment presented in the last row of the
table. A weighting factor of 1.5 is applied to the need scores of the performance areas identified as
emphasis areas (Pavement, Mobility, and Safety for the SR 179/SR 89A/SR 260 corridor). All
segments on the SR 179/SR 89A/SR 260 corridor have a Medium average need.

Table 17: Summary of Needs by Segment

Performance

Segment Number and Mileposts (MP)

Area 179-1 179-2 89A-3 89A-4 89A/260-5 260-6
MP 299 — 305 MP 305 — 314 MP 374 — 369 MP 369 — 356 MP 356 — 209 MP 209 — 219
Pavement* Low Low None None None Low
Bridge None None Medium None Low
Mobility* Low Low Low
Safety* None Low
Freight Low Medium

Average Need 1.08 1.46

* |dentified as Emphasis Areas for SR 179/SR 89A/SR 260Corridor
# N/A indicates insufficient or no data available to determine level of need
* A segment need rating of 'None' does not indicate a lack of needed improvements; rather, it indicates that the segment performance score exceeds the established performance thresholds and strategic solutions for that

segment will not be developed as part of this study

>20

Level of Need Average Need Range
None* <0.1
Low 0.1-10
Medium 1.0-20
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Figure 1: Corridor Location and Segments
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Table 10: Corridor Performance Summary by Segment and Performance Measure

AUninterrupted Flow Facility
*Interrupted Flow Facility

a2 or 3 or 4 Lane Divided Highway
54 or 5 Lane Undivided Highway

€2 or 3 Lane Undivided Highway

'Urban Operating Environment

2Rural Operating Environment

Pavement Perto ance Area Briage Perio ance A 0D erto anCce 2
Segment % of Deck - Closure Extent o o 0 :
S Existing Peak X Directional TTI Directional PTI % Non-Single
Segment # L:,'i',gth EIERIETEE g e =ILCERS sufficiency Fuﬁﬁ;ﬂg,, I'B‘:‘,';eset Future Hour ViC (EEEE (all vehicles) (all vehicles) % Bicycle Occupancy
(miles) de Failure de Rating Obsolots Ratif"g ‘(3¢ | Daily ViC milepost/year/mile) Accommodation | Vehicle (SOV)
EB wB Bridges EB | WB EB WB EB | WB EB | WB Trips
64-1"? 28 3.09 7.00 85.00 0.0% 7 0.22 0.22 0.21 0.21 0.33 0.03 1.01 1.06 1.27 13.9%
64-2"2 21 3.60 3.50 0.0% No Bridges 0.28 0.32 0.28 0.26 0.28 0.01 1.02 1.17 16.8%
64-32 3 3.69 3.52 0.0% No Bridges 0.55 0.65 0.35 0.35 0.20 0.07 1.07 1.16 1.00 2.04 95%
We'gztvegr%’;”dor 3.22 3.28 20% 7.00 84.60 0% 700 | 026 | 029 | 025 | 024 | 030 | 002 | 1.02 | 111 | 1.56 | 2.01 15%
Performance Level Non-Interstate All Urban and Fringe Urban All Uninterrupted All
Good/Above Average > 3.50 < 5% > 6.5 > 80 <12% >6 <0.71 <0.22 <1.15 <13 > 90% > 17%
Fair/Average 2.90 - 3.50 5% -20% | 5.0-6.5 50 - 80 12% - 40% 5-6 0.71-0.89 0.22 - 0.62 1.15-1.33 1.3-15 60% - 90% 11% - 17%
Performance Level Rural Interrupted
Good/Above Average <0.56 <13 <3.0
Fair/Average 0.56 - 0.76 1.3-2.0 3.0-6.0
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Table 10: Corridor Performance Summary by Segment and Performance Measure (continued)

Safety Performance Area Freight Performance Area
% of Fatal + 0 Closure Duration
iracti e . % of Fatal + irecti irecti .
Tt Directional Safety Index Incapacitating In_jury 9% of thall+ % of F?m + Incap; citating Injury ' Directional TTTI Directional TPTI (minutes/milepostiyear/mile) Brlqge
Segment # e Safety Crashes Involving Incapacitating Incapacitating Injury | "~ "0 S0 Freight Vertical
Index SHSP Top 5 Injury Crashes Crashes Involving Non-Motorized 9 Index Clearance
EB WB Emphasis Areas Involving Trucks Motorcycles T EB WB EB WB EB WB (feet)
Behaviors RIS
64-1"2 28 0.27 0.45 0.09 Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data 1.10 1.19 4.46 No UP
64-2"c2 21 0.36 0.08 0.64 Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data 1.14 1.30 1.15 No UP
64-3"2 3 0.08 0.00 0.16 Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data 1.03 1.32 8.67 No UP
Weighted Corridor Average 0.30 0.27 0.32 Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data 1.11 1.24 3.72 3.37 0.00
SCALES
Performance Level 2 or 3 or 4 Lane Divided Highway Uninterrupted All
Good/Above Average <0.77 < 44% < 4% < 16% < 2% >0.77 <1.15 <13 <44.18 >16.5
Fair/Average 0.77 - 1.23 44% - 54% 4% - 7% 16% - 26% 2% - 4% 0.67 - 0.77 1.15-1.33 1.3-15 44.18-124.86 16.0 - 16.5
Performance Level 2 or 3 Lane Undivided Highway Interrupted
Good/Above Average <0.94 <51% < 6% <19% < 5% > 0.33 <13 <3.0
Fair/Average 0.94 - 1.06 51% - 58% 6% - 10% 19% - 27% 5% - 8% 0.17 - 0.33 1.3-20 3.0-6.0
Performance Level 4 or 5 Undivided Highway
Good/Above Average <0.80 < 42% < 6% < 6% < 5%
Fair/Average 0.80-1.20 42% - 51% 6% - 10% 6% - 9% 5% - 8%
AUninterrupted Flow Facility =~ 22 or 3 or 4 Lane Divided Highway 2 or 3 Lane Undivided Highway Urban Operating Environment Notes:  “Insufficient Data” indicates there was not enough data available to generate reliable performance ratings
*Interrupted Flow Facility 54 or 5 Lane Undivided Highway 2Rural Operating Environment “No UP” indicates no underpasses are present in the segment
August 2017 SR 64 Corridor Profile Study

3 Draft Report: Performance and Needs Evaluation


eric.sweat
Text Box
Corresponding Slide Number: 30


Corresponding Slide Number: 31

ADOT

Segment Review

The needs for each segment were combined to numerically estimate the average level of need for
each segment of the corridor. Table 17 provides a summary of needs for each segment across all
performance areas, with the average need score for each segment presented in the last row of the
table. A weighting factor of 1.5 is applied to the need scores of the performance areas identified as
emphasis areas (Pavement, Mobility, and Safety for the SR 64 corridor). There is one segment with

a Medium average need and two segments with a Low average need.

Table 17: Summary of Needs by Segment

Segment Number and Mileposts (MP)

Performance 64-1 64-2 64-3
Area
MP 185-213 MP 213-234 MP 234-237
Bridge None* None* None*
Mobility+ Low Low None*
Safety+ None* None* None*
Average Need 1.38 0.69 0.15

* A segment need rating of ‘None’ does not indicate a lack of needed improvements; rather, it indicates that the segment performance score exceeds the established performance thresholds and strategic solutions for that
segment will not be developed as part of this study.

+ ldentified as an emphasis area for the SR 64 corridor.

High >2.0

Average Need Scale
None* <0.1
Low 0.1-1.0
Medium 1.0-20

August 2017
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Figure 2: Corridor Location and Segments
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Table 10: Corridor Performance Summary by Segment and Performance Measure

Pavement Performance Area Bridge Performance Area Mobility Performance Area
Segment % of Deck - Closure Extent — o
L h R . A . Existing Peak . Directional TTI Directional PTI
Segment # (;“g;) E\[) ;14| Directional PSR % Area Sufficiency Fun::izﬁglly Mobility Future Hour V/C mile(lgzttalln:;ﬂn ) (all vehicles) (all vehicles)
Index Failure Rating Obsolete [ Daily VIC posty:
77-127 5 3.97 3.94 0.0% No Bridge 0.47 0.55 0.30 0.30 0.43
77-21 4 3.79 3.89 0.0% No Bridge 0.16 0.18 0.10 0.10 0.50
77-3%* 14 4.06 3.72 0.0% 7.00 87.30 0.0% 7 0.48 0.56 0.32 0.32 0.33
77-4%1 21 3.82 3.81 0.0% 6.74 72.46 5 0.13 0.15 0.11 0.10
We'ggtfgr%’;”dor 3.91 3.80 0% 6.79 75.43 39% 540 | 028 | 033 | 020 | 0.19

% Bicycle

Accommodation

% Non-Single
Occupancy
Vehicle (SOV)
Trips

97%

12.9%

15%

AUninterrupted Flow Facility
*Interrupted Flow Facility

a2 or 3 or 4 Lane Divided Highway
b4 or 5 Lane Undivided Highway

€2 or 3 Lane Undivided Highway

tUrban Operating Environment
2Rural Operating Environment

Performance Level Non-Interstate All Urban and Fringe Urban All Uninterrupted All
Good/Above Average > 3.50 <5% >6.5 >80 <12% > 6 <0.71 <0.22 <1.15 <13 > 90% > 17%
Fair/Average 2.90 - 3.50 5% -20% | 5.0-6.5 50-80 | 12%-40% | 5-6 0.71-0.89 0.22 - 0.62 1.15-1.33 1.3-15 60% - 90% | 11% - 17%
| Poor/Below Average - >20% | <50 | >40% | <5 [ >o08 [ >62 . >15  <60% | <11% |
Performance Level ‘ Rural Interrupted
Good/Above Average <0.56 <13 <3.0
Fair/Average 0.56 - 0.76 1.3-20 3.0-6.0

August 2017
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Table 10: Corridor Performance Summary by Segment and Performance Measure (continued)

Directional TTTI

Directional TPTI

Closure Duration

(minutes/milepost/year/mile) Bridge
Vertical
Clearance
NB/ | SB NB (feet)
1.16 1.11
1.16 1.21
1.14 1.16 1.67

SCALES

1.07

CA > == . A c A > A
% of Fatal + 0

Directional Safety Index ot 0 0 o of Fatal +
Segment Length y DTt T In;ury o] F?tal."' & o.f Fa.“al +. Incapacitating Injury

Segment # : Crashes Involving Incapacitating Incapacitating Injury :

(miles) . : Crashes Involving
de SHSP Top 5 Injury Crashes Crashes Involving Non-Motorized
NB/ SB/ Emphasis Areas Involving Trucks Motorcycles Travel
Behaviors ravelers

77-1%7 5 1.03 0.00 Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data
77-2%7 4 0.00 Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data
77-3% 14 0.51 0.56 0.46 Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data
77-4%0 21 0.41 0.04 0.78 Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data
Weighted Corridor Average 0.64 0.76 0.52 36% Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data

1.11

No UP

Performance Level

4 or 5 Undivided Highway

Good/Above Average <0.80 < 42% < 6% < 6% < 5%
Fair/Average 0.80 - 1.20 42% - 51% 6% - 10% 6% - 9% 5% - 8%
AUninterrupted Flow Facility ~ #2 or 3 or 4 Lane Divided Highway €2 or 3 Lane Undivided Highway 'Urban Operating Environment Notes:

*Interrupted Flow Facility

b4 or 5 Lane Undivided Highway

2Rural Operating Environment

Performance Level 2 or 3 or 4 Lane Divided Highway Uninterrupted All
Good/Above Average <0.77 <44% < 4% < 16% <2% >0.77 <1.15 <13 <44.18 >16.5
Fair/Average 0.77 - 1.23 44% - 54% 4% - 7% 16% - 26% 2% - 4% 0.67 - 0.77 1.15-1.33 13-15 44.18-124.86 16.0 - 16.5
Performance Level 2 or 3 Lane Undivided Highway Interrupted
Good/Above Average <0.94 <51% < 6% <19% < 5% >0.33 <13 <3.0
Fair/Average 0.94-1.06 51% - 58% 6% - 10% 19% - 27% 5% - 8% 0.17-0.33 1.3-20 3.0-6.0

“Insufficient Data” indicates there was not enough data available to generate reliable performance ratings
“No UP” indicates no underpasses are present in the segment
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Segment Review

The needs for each segment were combined to numerically estimate the average level of need for
each segment of the corridor. Table 17 provides a summary of needs for each segment across all
performance areas, with the average need score for each segment presented in the last row of the
table. A weighting factor of 1.5 is applied to the need scores of the performance areas identified as
emphasis areas (Pavement, Mobility, and Safety for the SR 77 corridor). Three of the four segments
have a Medium average need, and the remaining segment has a Low average need.

Table 17: Summary of Needs by Segment

Performance 77-1 77-2 77-3 77-4
Area MP 342-347 MP 347-351 MP 351-365 MP 365-386
Pavement+ None* None* None* None*

Bridge None* None* None* Low
Mobility+ Low Low Low Low
Safety+ Medium None* Low
Freight Low Low
Average Need 1.15 0.38 0.77

* A segment need rating of ‘None’ does not indicate a lack of needed improvements; rather, it indicates that the segment performance score exceeds the established performance thresholds and strategic solutions for that
segment will not be developed as part of this study.

+ ldentified as an emphasis area for the SR 77 corridor.

Average Need Scale
None* <0.1
Low 0.1-1.0
Medium 1.0-20

High >2.0

August 2017 SR 77 Corridor Profile Study
8 Draft Report: Performance and Needs Evaluation
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Figure 3: Corridor Location and Segments
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Table 10: Corridor Performance Summary by Segment and Performance Measure

AUninterrupted Flow Facility

*Interrupted Flow Facility

a2 or 3 or 4 Lane Divided Highway
b4 or 5 Lane Undivided Highway

€2 or 3 Lane Undivided Highway

tUrban Operating Environment

2Rural Operating Environment

Pavement Performance Area Bridge Performance Area Mobility Performance Area
Segment % of Deck . Closure Extent o N 0 i
— - Existing Peak X Directional TTI Directional PTI 7 Non-Single
Segment § I(':Irl'lgg; £\ 8| Directional PSR % Area Sufficiency Fulr:z?ozgll I-B?'?clle? Mobility (=TT Hourg VIC _ (instances/ (all vehicles) (all vehicles) % Bicycle Occupancy
Failure Rating Obsolete y Ratir?g i 5ya | Daily VIC milepost/year/mile) Accommodation | Vehicle (SOV)
EB WB Bridges EB WB EB EB WB EB Trips
260-12/P 4 3.41 No Bridges 0.10 0.09 0.08 | 0.08 0.16 | 1.01 | 1.00 93% 16.8%
260-22/¢ 13 4.04 7.7% 6.00 94.10 0.0% 6 0.29 0.29 0.33 | 0.33 1.07 | 1.02 | 1.36 13.9%
260-3/¢ 14 3.76 6.00 92.80 0.0% 6 0.18 0.19 0.22 | 0.24 1.07 | 1.05 | 1.26 17.3%
260/60-42* 8 3.16 7.00 85.00 0.0% 7 0.70 0.55 | 0.54 1.16 | 1.18 17.9%
260-5*P 16 3.85 \ 3.73 No Bridges 0.75 0.62 | 0.62 1.12 | 1.10 16.4%
60-62" 7 3.66 6.00 82.20 0.0% 6 0.46 0.52 0.30 | 0.28 119 | 1.21 12.2%
60-72/2 32 3.53 7.00 96.30 0.0% 7 0.24 0.25 0.20 | 0.21 0.08 | 1.09 | 1.04 13.8%
60-82*P 5 3.65 0.0% 6.00 81.10 0.0% 6 0.26 0.30 0.26 | 0.28 0.20 | 1.17 | 1.19 16.9%
60-92/¢ 13 3.93 0.0% No Bridges 0.04 0.04 0.04 | 0.04 1.05
Weighted Corridor 0 0
Average 3.69 89.37 0% 1.07 13%
Performance Level Non-Interstate All Urban and Fringe Urban All Uninterrupted All
Good/Above Average > 3.50 <5% >6.5 >80 <12% > 6 <0.71 <0.22 <1.15 <13 > 90% > 17%
Fair/Average 2.90 - 3.50 5% -20% | 5.0-6.5 50-80 | 12%-40% | 5-6 0.71-0.89 0.22 - 0.62 1.15-1.33 13-15 60% - 90% 11% - 17%
Performance Level Rural Interrupted
Good/Above Average < 0.56 <13 <3.0
Fair/Average 0.56 - 0.76 1.3-2.0 3.0-6.0
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Table 10: Corridor Performance Summary by Segment and Performance Measure (continued)

CA e Pe . CA > A e CA - . Pe . e A - CA
% of Fatal + 0 Closure Duration
et i e . % of Fatal + iracti ey .
Segment Length Directional Safety Index Incapacitating Injury 9% of Fatal + 9% of Fatal + Incap; citating Injury Directional TTTI Directional TPTI (minutes/milepostiyear/mile) Bridge
Segment # ; Crashes Involving Incapacitating Incapacitating Injury : g Vertical
(miles) . . Crashes Involving

de SHSP Top 5 Injury Crashes Crashes Involving Non-Motorized de Clearance

EB WB Emphasis Areas Involving Trucks Motorcycles Travelers EB WB EB WB EB WB (feet)

Behaviors

260-1270 4 0.09 0.00 0.18 Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data 1.10 1.12 26.32 No UP
260-22/¢ 13 0.65 0.00 Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data 0.75 1.10 1.08 1.32 1.33 0.00 No UP
260-3*¢ 14 0.71 Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data 0.78 1.10 1.08 1.23 No UP
260/60-42*> 8 0.80 0.75 0.84 19% Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data 0.21 1.23 1.32 4.67 4.77 No UP
260-5%*P 16 0.55 0.71 0.39 25% Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data 0.20 1.30 1.31 5.72 4.48 6.30 No UP
60-62"¢ 7 0.23 0.34 0.11 Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data 37.36 No UP
60-72/ 32 Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data 1.15 | 1.09 61.47 No UP
60-82*b 5 0.00 0.00 0.00 Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data 0.26 1.21 1.27 4.36 3.41 No UP
60-92/¢ 13 0.00 0.00 0.00 Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data 1.13 1.10 No UP

Weighted Corridor Average 0.72 0.92 0.51 33% Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data 1.18 1.16 2.94 2.56 0.00

Performance Level 2 or 3 or 4 Lane Divided Highway Uninterrupted All
Good/Above Average <0.77 < 44% < 4% < 16% < 2% >0.77 <1.15 <13 < 44.18 > 16.5
Fair/Average 0.77 -1.23 44% - 54% 4% - 7% 16% - 26% 2% - 4% 0.67 -0.77 1.15-1.33 1.3-15 44.18-124.86 16.0 - 16.5

Performance Level 2 or 3 Lane Undivided Highway Interrupted
Good/Above Average <0.94 <51% < 6% <19% <5% > 0.33 <13 <3.0
Fair/Average 0.94 - 1.06 51% - 58% 6% - 10% 19% - 27% 5% - 8% 0.17 - 0.33 1.3-20 3.0-6.0
Performance Level 4 or 5 Undivided Highway
Good/Above Average <0.80 <42% < 6% < 6% <5%
Fair/Average 0.80 - 1.20 42% - 51% 6% - 10% 6% - 9% 5% - 8%
AUninterrupted Flow Facility ~ #2 or 3 or 4 Lane Divided Highway €2 or 3 Lane Undivided Highway 'Urban Operating Environment Notes:

*Interrupted Flow Facility

b4 or 5 Lane Undivided Highway

2Rural Operating Environment

“No UP” indicates no underpasses are present in the segment

“Insufficient Data” indicates there was not enough data available to generate reliable performance ratings
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Segment Review

The needs for each segment were combined to numerically estimate the average level of need for
each segment of the corridor. Table 17 provides a summary of needs for each segment across all
performance areas, with the average need score for each segment presented in the last row of the
table. A weighting factor of 1.5 is applied to the need scores of the performance areas identified as
emphasis areas (Pavement, Safety, and Freight for the SR 260 | US 60 corridor). Overall, four
segments have been assessed with a Medium average need and the remaining five segments with
a Low average need.

Table 17: Summary of Needs by Segment

VI —— 260-1 260-2 260-3 260|60-4 260-5 60-6 60-7 60-8 60-9
Area MP 306-310 MP 310-323 MP 323-337 MP 337-345 MP 341-357 MP 345-352 MP 352-384 MP 384-389 MP 389-402

Pavement+ Low None* Low None* Low None* None*
Bridge None* None* None* None* None* None* None* None* None*

Mobility Low Low Low Medium Medium Medium Low Low Low
Safety+ None* Low Low Low None* None* None* None*

Freight+ Low Low Medium Medium
Average Need 1.54 0.85 0.62 1.69 0.62 0.85

* A segment need rating of ‘None’ does not indicate a lack of needed improvements; rather, it indicates that the segment performance score exceeds the established performance thresholds and strategic solutions for that
segment will not be developed as part of this study.

+ ldentified as an emphasis area for the SR 260 | US 60 corridor.

Average Need Scale
None* <0.1
Low 0.1-1.0
Medium 1.0-20

High >2.0

August 2017 SR 260 | US 60 Corridor Profile Study
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Figure 2: Corridor Location and Segments
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Table 10: Corridor Performance Summary by Segment and Performance Measure

Pavement Performance Area Bridge Performance Area Mobility Performance Area
Length % Deck - Closure Extent L L % Non-Single
Segment - S . Future Existing Peak . - Directional TTI Directional PTI .
g (miles) | ZE\Eysyy | Directional PSR Pavement Area Mobility Daily Hour V/C (|nsslnce7ln_1lllepos (all vehicles) (all vehicles) %Bicycle | Occupancy
Failure Index year/mile) Vehicle (SOV)
Opportunities
69-112° 17
69-2*1° 10
69-3*!¢
Fain-4**
89A-5N1¢
89-6*'° 11 No Bridges
89-7*% 10
89-81* 7
89-9/* 15 5.42 60.90
Weighted
. 16.9%
Corridor Averag 0

SCALES

Fair/Average 2,935 5%-20% | 50-65 | 50-80 12% - 40% 0.71 - 0.89 (0.56 - 0.76) 0.22-0.62 1.15-1.33 (1.3-2) 1.30-L50 (36) | 60%-90% | 11%-17%

AUninterrupted Flow Facility *Urban Operating Environment @2 or 3 Lane Undivided Highway ©4 or 5 Lane Undivided Highway € Urban 4 Lane Freeway

*Interrupted Flow Facility ’Rural Operating Environment ® 2 or 3 or 4 Lane Divided Highway 46 Lane Highway

August 2017 SR 69/SR 89A/SR 89 Corridor Profile Study
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Table 10: Corridor Performance Summary by Segment and Performance Measure (continued)

Perfo eight Performance
% of Fatal +
Segment I(ri“g;? - Directional Safety Index l':j%arsac‘::gg;% — D(Itrr?ﬁ:tllfsnc?rlﬂ-{/ -)“ Directional PTI (trucks only) Closurecl?éjsr:g/c;r;;wmﬁér)niIepost Bridge Vertical
de Involving SHSP Top Clearance (feet)
NB/WB SBIEB S EIERS AR NB/WB SBIEB NB/WB SBIEB NB/WB SBIEB
Behaviors
69-17% 17 38% 1.13 1.05 _ 1.31 _ 13.31 No UP
69-2*'¢ 10 0.95 0.69 42% 0.30 1.29 1.22 3.59 2.97 7.94 4.09 No UP
69-3*1 1.20 42% 0.22 1.53 1.38 5.44 3.74 26.84 65.96 No UP
Fain-4*° 0.43 1.09 1.23 1.83 2.86 0.00 0.00 No UP
89A-5/1¢ 7 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.77 1.04 1.06 1.36 1.23 26.83 13.91 17.75
89-6*!¢ 11 0.57 0.74 0.41 0.26 1.45 1.49 3.69 4.06 34.80 16.51 16.20
89-7*22 10 30% 0.43 1.17 1.23 2.06 2.63 44.72 0.00 18.47
89-8gn%a 7 0.14 0.28 0.00 Insufficient Data 1.22 1.18 22.66 0.00 No UP
89-9n% 15 33% 1.16 1.24 1.89 17.01 No UP
Weighted
Corridor 46.6% 0.42 1.23 1.23 2.89 2.72 46.13 15.36 17.40
Averages
Performance Level Uninterrupted (Interrupted)
Good/Above Average Varies >0.77(0.33) <1.15(1.30) <1.30(3.00) <4418 >16.5
Fair/Average Varies 67-.77(.17-.33) 1.15-1.33(1.3-2) 1.30-1.50(3-6) 44.18 -124.86 16.0-16.5

AUninterrupted Flow Facility
*Interrupted Flow Facility

'Urban Operating Environment
*Rural Operating Environment

&2 or 3 Lane Undivided Highway
® 2 or 3 or 4 Lane Divided Highway

4 or 5 Lane Undivided Highway
46 Lane Highway

® Urban 4 Lane Freeway
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Segment Review

The needs for each segment were combined to numerically estimate the average level of need for
each segment of the corridor. Table 17 provides a summary of needs for each segment across all
performance areas, with the average need score for each segment presented in the last row of the
table. A weighting factor of 1.5 is applied to the need scores of the performance areas identified
as emphasis areas (Mobility, Safety, and Freight for the SR 69/SR 89A/SR 89 Corridor). There are
five segments with a Low overall average need, 3 segments with a Medium overall average need,

and one segment with a High overall average need.

Table 17: Summary of Needs by Segment

Segment Number and Mileposts (MP)
69-1 69-2 69-3 Fain-4 89A-5 89-6 89-7 89-8 89-9
Performance Area
MP MP MP MP MP MP MP MP MP
263-280 280-287 287-296 331-324 324-317 319-330 330-340 340-348 348-363

Pavement None* None* None* None* None* Low Low None* Low
Bridge None* Medium None* None* None* None
Mobility+ Low Low None* Low
Safety+ Low Low Low
Freight+ None* Medium None* None* Low

*A segment need rating of ‘None’ does not indicate a lack of needed improvements; rather, it indicates that the segment performance score exceeds the established performance thresholds and strategic solutions for that segment will not be developed as part of this study.
+ |dentified as an emphasis area for the SR 69/SR 89A/SR 89 Corridor.

# Segment 6 Safety Need was excluded from the Average Need calculation due to the Safety Need only representing a portion of the overall segment

Scale
None <0.1
Low 01-1.0
Medium 1.0-2.0
Hgh  >20
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Figure 2: Corridor Location and Segments
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Table 10: Corridor Performance Summary by Segment and Performance Measure

SCALES

Fair/Average 2.90-3.50 5% - 20% 5.0-6.5 50 - 80 12% - 40% 0.71-0.89 (0.56 - 0.76) 0.22-0.62 1.30-1.50 (3.00-6.00) | 60% - 90% 11%- 17%

AUninterrupted Flow Facility Urban Operating Environment
*Interrupted Flow Facility ®Rural Operating Environment

Pavement Performance Area Bridge Performance Area Mobility Performance Area
Segment I(_ri“getsr)] “FUoy | Directional PSR | pavement Bridge ?uag'filé :{:ﬁa Mobility Exli_ls;il:lrgvsgak (ing':gr?gz;r-:r;(i:zggst D(Zﬁ(i}(ie?]?glegl T;ﬁ%;%?;lez)ﬂ % Bicycle %Oggsg)ilr?&le
Index Failure Sufficiency Ohsolete (8 index Iyear/mile) Acc. Vehicle (SOV)
Opportunities
89U-1% 8 No Bridges in Segment ‘
89U-2"2 14 No Bridges in Segment 1.42 ‘
89U-3"2 15 No Bridges in Segment
89U-4"2 8 No Bridges in Segment ‘
89U-5*2 16 ‘
89U-6"? 17
89U-7"2 26
89U-8"2 23 11.1%
89U-10"2 7 No Bridges in Segment ‘
Weighted Corridor . 1.84 1.93
Average ‘

1.15-1.33 (1.30-
2.00)

August 2017 US 89 Corridor Profile Study
37 Draft Chapters 1-3


eric.sweat
Text Box
Corresponding Slide Number: 45


Corresponding Slide Number: 46

ADOT

Table 10: Corridor Performance Summary by Segment and Performance Measure (continued)

Averages

0.68

34%

2 or 3 or 4 Lane Divided, 4 or 5 Undivided, 2 or 3 Lane

10.6

Safety Performance Area Freight Performance Area
% of Fatal + ;
seqnen | (3 shesteresy s | RSN o | et s | g | o
SHSP Top 5 (S I closedlyear/mile) Clearance
NB SB Emphasis_ Areas NB SB SB (feet)
Behaviors
89U-1*a 8 17% 18.2 No UP
89U-2"0 14 31% 0.68 1.10 1.16 11 No UP
89U-3c 15 Insufficient Data 0.76 1.05 1.11 6.6 No UP
89U-4/¢ 8 Insufficient Data 1.22 1.32 3.0 No UP
89U-5%¢ 16 Insufficient Data 0.55 1.14 1.20 1.65 1.99 17.7 7.9 No UP
89U-6"¢ 17 Insufficient Data 0.77 1.07 1.06 1.29 1.30 7.1 2.5 No UP
89U-71e 26 Insufficient Data 1.05 1.07 1.43 1.41 8.4 15 No UP
89U-8n¢ 23 17.0 No UP
89U-9*c 3 17% 0.28 1.40 1.43
89U-10% 7 Insufficient Data
Weighted Corridor

No UP

*Interrupted Flow Facility

AUninterrupted Flow Facility

44 or 5 Lane Undivided Highway
®2 or 3 or 4 Lane Divided Highway

2 or 3 Lane Undivided Highway

Performance Level L Uninterrupted (Interrupted) All
Undivided
a<0.77 a<44%
Good/Above Average b < 0.80 b < 42% >(.77(0.33) <1.15(1.30) <1.30(3.00) <44.18 >16.5
€c<0.94 €c<51%
Fair/Average b 0.80 - 1.20 b 42% - 51% (0.17-0.33) 1.15-1.33(1.30-2.00) | 1.30-1.50(3.00-6.00) 44,18 -124.86 16.0-16.5
c0.94-1.06 €51% - 58% ' '
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Segment Review

The needs for each segment were combined to numerically estimate the average level of need for
each segment of the corridor. Table 17 provides a summary of needs for each segment across all
performance areas, with the average need score for each segment presented in the last row of the
table. A weighting factor of 1.5 is applied to the need scores of the performance areas identified
as emphasis areas (Mobility, Safety, and Freight for the US 89 Corridor). There are five segments
with a Medium overall average need, and five segments with a Low overall average need.

Table 17: Summary of Needs by Segment

Segment Number and Mileposts (MP)

* |dentified as Emphasis Area
* N/A indicates insufficient or no data available to determine level of need
* A segment need rating of 'None' does not indicate a lack of needed improvements; rather, it indicates that the segment performance score exceeds the established performance thresholds and strategic solutions for that segment will not be developed as part of this study

Scale
None <0.1
Low 0.1-1.0
Medium 1.0-20

High >2.0

Performance Area 89U-1 89U-2 89U-3 89U-4 89U-5 89U-6 89U-7 89U-8 89U-9 89U-10
MP 420-428 | MP 428-442 | MP 442-457 | MP 457-465 | MP 465-481 | MP 481-498 | MP 498-524 | MP 524-547 | MP 547-550 | MP 550-557

Pavement* Low None* Low Low Low None® None® Low None®

Bridge None* None* None* None* None® None” None®
Mobility* Low Low None* Low Low

Safety* None* Medium None* None* None”

Freight Low Low Low None*
Average Need (0-3) 0.62 1.15 0.38 0.38 0.23
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Figure 2: Corridor Location and Segments
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Table 10: Corridor Performance Summary by Segment and Performance Measure

Pavement Performance Area Bridge Performance Area Mobility Performance Area
L o % Deck Existing Peak | . Closure Extent Directional TTI Directional PTI % Non-Single
U (miles) | =£\n=y | Directional PSR Pavement Brjdge Brigige Area Mobility Fg;lijl;e Xll_folurgwc (instances/ rr_nlepos (Ie:II v:ehicles) (Iall v:ehicles) % Bicycle OEAUTEI)
Index Failure Sufficiency | Rating | Functionally [ ([l e tlyear/mile) Acc. Vehicle (SOV)
EB WB Obsolete EB WB EB WB EB WB EB WB Opportunities
160-1*¢? 8 0.0% 71.80 0.0% 0.25 0.31 019 | 0.19 0.08 0.00 1.07 1.02 1.48 1.88 - 14.2%
160-2*¢? 4 3.87 3.59 0.0% NO BRIDGES IN SEGMENT 0.72 - 051 | 0.67 0.10 0.00 1.12 1.17 8115 3.25 84% 14.2%
160-37°2 21 3.66 351 0.0% NO BRIDGES IN SEGMENT 0.18 0.21 0.15 | 0.15 0.24 0.05 1.01 1.01 1.30 1.35 12.7%
160-412 18 4.16 4.04 0.0% 6.00 64.30 6 - 0.12 0.15 0.08 | 0.09 0.34 - 1.00 1.00 1.31 1.25 14.7%
160-5"2 12 4.39 4.17 0.0% NO BRIDGES IN SEGMENT 0.17 0.20 0.12 0.13 0.00 0.05 1.01 1.00 1.33 1.23 17.5%
160-6"*2 17 3.60 3.40 11.8% NO BRIDGES IN SEGMENT 0.21 0.25 0.16 | 0.16 0.12 0.34 1.02 1.06 15.9%
160-7*2 4 4.13 4.04 0.0% NO BRIDGES IN SEGMENT 0.41 0.53 0.26 | 0.27 0.10 0.15 1.12 1.16 3.26
160-8"*2 18 4.03 3.88 0.0% 6.00 83.70 6 0.0% 0.12 0.14 0.08 | 0.08 0.03 0.01 1.00 1.00 1.15
160-91*2 21 3.29 3.18 - 6.42 76.40 5 0.11 0.13 0.10 | 0.10 0.04 0.04 1.01 1.02 1.37
160-107%? 17 3.45 3.76 11.8% 5.00 62.70 5 0.12 0.14 0.07 0.07 0.14 0.01 1.05 1.04
160-117°? 12 4.00 3.78 0.0% NO BRIDGES IN SEGMENT 0.11 0.13 0.07 0.07 0.00 0.07 1.02 1.01
160-12*2 7 4.13 4.03 0.0% NO BRIDGES IN SEGMENT 0.10 0.12 0.07 0.07 0.09 0.06 1.08 1.12 2.95
Weighted Corridor 3.82 3.70 6.20% 5.81 7255 | 533 | 34.33% 047 | 020 | 012 | 013 | 012 | 014 | 103 | 103 | 165
SCALES
Performance Level Non-Interstate Urban (Rural) Uninterrupted (Interrupted) All
Good/Above Average >3.50 <5% >6.5 >80 >6 <12% <0.71 (< 0.56) <0.22 <1.15(1.30) <1.30(3.00) >90% > 17%
Fair/Average 2.90 - 3.50 5% - 20% 5.0-6.5 50-80 5-6 12% - 40% 0.71-0.89 (0.56 - 0.76) 0.22-0.62 1.15-1.33 (1.3-2) 1.30-1.50 (3-6) 60% - 90% 11%- 17%
AUninterrupted Flow Facility %4 Lane Freeway with Daily Volume < 25,000 2 or 3 or 4 Lane Divided Highway €2 or 3 Lane Undivided Highway 'Urban Operating Environment
*Interrupted Flow Facility ®4 Lane Freeway with Daily Volume > 25,000 %4 or 4 Lane Undivided Highway “Rural Operating Environment
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Safety Performance Area

Freight Performance Area

Table 10: Corridor Performance Summary by Segment and Performance Measure (continued)

% of Fatal + .
S . .. Closure Duration .
Segment Length Directional Safety Index Incapacitating Directional TTI Directional PTI (mins/milepost Brld_ge
(miles) Safety Index Injury Crashes Ereiaht Index (trucks only) (trucks only) closediyear/mile) Vertical
y Involving SHSP 9 Clearance
Top 5 Emphasis (feet)
H Areas Behaviors = o = H = H
160-1*¢2 8 0.70 0.00 Insufficient Data 0.47 1.20 1.15 1.84 2.39 10.33 0.00 No UP
160-2+2 4 | Insufficient Data Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data 0.34 117 124 243 3.49 12.05 0.00 No UP
160-37¢2 21 47% 0.68 1.07 1.11 1.48 1.47 56.37 9.00 No UP
160-41°2 18 0.15 Insufficient Data 0.76 1.07 1.08 1.24 1.40 74.91 93.23 No UP
160-57%2 12 0.04 0.00 0.07 Insufficient Data 0.77 1.09 1.06 1.36 1.25 0.00 15.85 No UP
160-67°2 17 0.39 0.69 0.10 Insufficient Data 0.69 1.10 1.13 1.41 1.48 22.76 59.93 No UP
160-7*¢2 4 Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data 0.22 1.34 1.34 3.98 5.28 18.85 14.75 No UP
160-81°2 18 Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data | Insufficient Data 0.82 1.05 1.08 1.18 1.26 9.33 5.26 No UP
160-91°2 21 0.72 Insufficient Data 0.81 1.06 1.06 1.21 1.25 10.24 8.38 No UP
160-107°? 17 44% 1.13 1.10 35.48 4.65 No UP
160-117%2 12 Insufficient Data 1.15 1.11 0.00 9.30 No UP
160-12*°2 7 Insufficient Data 0.44 1.19 1.17 19.89 26.43 No UP
Weighted Corridor 46% 1.74 26.73 2378 0.00
Averages
SCALES

Performance Level Uninterrupted (Interrupted)

Good/Above Average Varies >0.77(0.33) <1.15(1.30) <1.30(3.00) <44.18 >16.5
Fair/Average Varies 0.67-0.77(.17-.33) 1.15-1.33(1.3-2) 1.30-1.50(3-6) 44.18 -124.86 16.0-16.5

AUninterrupted Flow Facility

*Interrupted Flow Facility

44 Lane Freeway with Daily Volume < 25,000
®4 Lane Freeway with Daily Volume > 25,000

2 or 3 or 4 Lane Divided Highway

4 or 4 Lane Undivided Highway

€2 or 3 Lane Undivided Highway

'Urban Operating Environment
“Rural Operating Environment
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Segment Review

The needs for each segment were combined to numerically estimate the average level of need for
each segment of the corridor. Table 17 provides a summary of needs for each segment across all
performance areas, with the average need score for each segment presented in the last row of the
table. A weighting factor of 1.5 is applied to the need scores of the performance areas identified
Table 17: Summary of Needs by Segment

as emphasis areas (Pavement, Mobility, and Safety for the US 160 Corridor). There are nine
segments with a Low overall average need, two segments with a Medium overall average need,
and one segment with a High overall average need.

Segment Number and Mileposts (MP)

160-1 160-2 160-3 160-4 160-5 160-6 160-7 160-8 160-9 160-10 160-11 160-12
Performance Area
MP MP MP MP MP MP MP MP MP MP MP MP
311-319 319-323 323-344 344-362 362-374 374-391 391-395 395-413 413-434 434-451 451-463 463-470
Pavement* None* None* None* None* None* Low None* None* Medium Low None* None*
Bridge Medium None* None* Low None* None* None* None* None*
Mobility* Low Low Low Low Low Low
Safety* Low None* None* N/A N/A None*
Freight None* None* Medium Low None* Medium Medium None* None*
Average Need (0-3) 0.77 0.90 1.23 1.23 0.23 0.77 0.70 0.30 0.23

*A segment need rating of ‘None’ does not indicate a lack of needed improvements; rather, it indicates that the segment performance score exceeds the established performance thresholds and strategic solutions for that segment will not be developed as part of this study.

+ |dentified as an emphasis area for the US 160 Corridor.

Scale
None <0.1
Low 0.1-1.0
Medium 1.0-2.0
High >2.0
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